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To unite the whole people of Ireland, to abolish
the memory of all past dissension, and to
substitute the common name of Irishmen in place
of the denominations Catholic, Protestant and
Dissenter...

Wolfe Tone.

In so far as national peace is in any way possible in
a capitalist society based on exploitation, profit-
making and strife it is attainable only under a con-
sistently and thoroughly democratic republican
system of government...the constitution of which
contains a fundamental law that prohibits any
privileges whatsoever to any one nation and any
encroachment whatsoever upon the rights of a
national minority.

This particularly calls for wide regional
autonomy and fully democratic local government,
with the boundaries of the self-governing and
autonomous regions determined by the local in-
habitants themselves on the basis of their
economic and social conditions, national make-up
of the population, etc.

1913 Resolution of the Bolshevik Party Central Committee.

There is not, nor can there be, such a thing as a
‘negative’ Socialist slogan that serves only to
‘sharpen proletarian consciousness against
imperialism’ without at the same time offering a
positive answer to the question of how (Marxists)
will solve the problem when (they) assume power.
A ‘negative’ slogan unconnected with a definite
positive solution will not ‘sharpen’ but dull con-
sciousness, for such a slogan is a hollow phrase,
mere shouting, meaningless declamation.

Lenin.



For too long there has been
almost no real discussion on the
British or Irish left about the
impasse in Northern Ireland.
Each group has its slogans, but
there is almost no common
ground even on the basic facts
of the situation. These on the
left who support the Catholic
revolt, and those who do not,
might as well be talking about
two different places.

‘We support the Catholic revolt;
but we are also concerned for
the Protestant workers and their
rights. We have our own ideas
about a way forward; and we
also want to open dialogue and
debate on the left where at
present there is no
communication at all.
That is why we have produced
this pamphlet and other
Workers’ Ireland publications.
This pamphlet is produced by
supporters of Socialist
Organiser and Workers’
Liberty, but we hope in future
to draw in a wider range of
contributors. Send articles of
controversy, criticism or
comment to Workers’ Ireland,
PO Box 823, London SE15
4NA.
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20 Years

Protest as Army and RUC allow Orange march through Catholic area.
Photo: John Arthur (Reflex)

Ireland: the socialist¢

answer

rom the mid-1960s a sizeable
minority of the people of
the USA turned against the war

their government was waging in
Vietnam. They marched,
demonstrated and lobbied to force
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their g to stop the war.

This active opposition of a section
of their own people was a major fac-
tor in making the Indochina war un-
winnable for the mighty US govern-
ment.

Since about 1972 opinion polls
have more or less consistently
shown that half or more than half
the people of Britain do not want
Britain to continue to rule Northern

Ireland, do not want the British i
troops there, and therefore do not
want Britain to continue to spend
British money and lives fighting the
IRA. Influential newspapers like the
Daily Mirror have favoured Troops
Out for fifteen years or more. |
Yet this vast swathe of British
public opinion has had almost no in-
fluence on British government
policy. Why? Many of those who
want British troops out have a
inded British ionali

S|
attitude: ‘let the mad Irish kill each




- other’. The effect of this on British

policy is to license any brutality of
policy, attitude and the

tion to US troops remaining clearly
mphed a positive soluuon, whether
d it ly or

government chooses to indulge in.

welcomed it enthusnasucally — let

And that is the only infl that
the segment of British public opi-
nion which favours troops out has
had on British government policy.
Troops out sentiment is over-
whelmingly passive and cynical. No
powerful movement exists to
mobilise and agitate on the ques-
tion. For nearly two decades the

the Vi take
over. Northern Ireland is far more
complex.

The history of the relations bet-
ween the two islands of Britain and
Ireland is that of England as
predator for centuries, and Ireland
as prey. It is a history of British
ruling-class oppression and ex-

loitation, and of d Irish ris-

organised ‘troops out’

* has consisted of tiny groups of left-

wmgcrs, mostly sympathisers of the
Irish R . Man;

ings for freedom. But it is also a
history shaped and marked by the

of these ’troops out’ acnv:sts are
moved to activity by seeing the
Republican movement and the
struggle of the Catholics in Nor-
thern Ireland as playing a role in
some preconceived scenario of
‘world revolution’ or ‘permanent
revolution’ — a vision which cannot
possibly mobilise broader forces.

“Time To Go’ has achieved a big-
ger involvement of activists than
any similar initiative for some time
partly because it talks of more than
troops out, and through the voice of
Clare Short MP it links troops out
inextricably with a political settle-
ment.

Now conscription in the USA
made the Indochina war a big part
of the lives of a generation, while
there is no conscription in Britain.
The casualty levels in Northern
Ireland are far lower than the rates
of death through violent crime in
many American cities, and
qualitatively below the levels suf-
fered by the US soldiers in Vietnam.
That is one reason why the public
opinion for troops out has little bite
in British politics. But it explains
only part of the arresting contrast
with the USA.

Much more central is the fact that
the troops out majority in opinion
polls is made up of péeople with vast-
ly. different attitudes, from Britain-
first reactionaries to those who
believe that the IRA is leading the
Irish socialist revolution and
vehemently support it for that
Teason. The troops out current is
not so much a current as an
arithmetic sum of people who agree
only negatively — against British
troops remaining — but disagree en-
tirely on positive answers.

For Vietnam the negative opposi-

inter of the peoples of
the two islands over the centuries.
Today Ireland is divided between
two peoples of different and conflic-
ting identities and allegiances. In the
north-east of the island the majority
is, and for centuries has been, the
people who used to be called (by
James Connolly, too) Ulster Scots.
Yes, the existing partition of
Ireland is a brutal outrage against
the majority of the people of
Ireland, a botched, clumsy piece of
British imperialist policy. It sup-
posedly set out to give the Pro-
testants of the north-east self-
government against the rest of the
Irish, but in so doing created a se-
cond, artificial, Irish minority, the
Six Counties Catholics, who are a
bigger proportion of the Six Coun-
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ing class has erected structures such
as partition which have made rela-
tions between the Catholics and
Protestants even more antagonistic
and poisonous.

So Britain is both a bully in
Ireland, and the ally of a sizeable
chunk of the Irish people. British
troops out without a political settle-
ment would mean not a united
Ireland, nor any solution that would
freely be chosen by a majority of
either community, but bloody civil
war and repartition.

It is such complexities which
render the troops out mood in Bri-
tain impotent. The mood for troops
out can only be a contributory force
for a settlement, for peace and
democracy, if it is linked to a search
for positive solutions and to a
discussion of particular proposals.

Yet the lack of positive policy
among those advocating troops out
is as glaring, as obvnous, and as crip-
pling on the left as in the broader
The simple slogan

ties lation than the
would be as a propomon of the 32
Counties of all Ireland.

This way of dealing with the con-
flict between the Irish majority and
minority was only possible because
of the alliance of the Protestants
with the dominant section of the
British ruling class in the early part
of this century.

The bedrock fact, however, re-
mains: a sizeable minority of the
people on the island, the compact
majority in the north-east, do not
want to be part of a united Ireland
under a Catholic majority — and
have been willing to fight against be-
ing forced into it.

The hundred years since the first
Home Rule Bill which Gladstone in-
troduced into the House of Com-
mons at the beginning of 1886 have
demonstrated conclusively that the
Irish majority’s desire for Irish in-
dependence and its desire for Irish
unity are incompatible. On top of
that basic problem, the British rul-

Troops out’, with ‘now’ usually ad-
ded for emphasis, and perhaps the
reassunng footnote that ‘Socialism
is the only answer’, has been the
staple of much of the hard left over
the last 15 to 20 years.

The left has refused to discuss the
real complexities and problems of
the British-Irish relationship. That
is why the left has made so little
headway, has mobilised so scantily,
counts for so little, and has failed
for 15 years to do anything with a
mass vague mood for troops out.

The articles in this pamphlet are
selected and adapted from Socialist
Organiser and Workers’ Liberty to
do two things: to provide facts and
analysis about the real situation in
Ireland; and to discuss the options
and perspectives in that situation.
Before the labour movement and
the left can help solve the tragic con-
flict in Ireland, it must sort itself
out.

Sean Matgamna

Weorkers’® ireland 3



20 Years

Since 1968: what has
happened and why

1. Before 1968: Moves
for reform from above

or four years or so before 1968

Northern Ireland had been shaken

up and destabilised. In October
1968 it blew up.

The British Labour government had
been openly putting pressure on the Pro-
testant sectarian regime in Stormont to
stop being sectarian, to stop discrimina-
tion against Catholics, and to stop
repressing them. The British government
plainly no longer considered the parti-
tion of Ireland to be in Britain’s interest.

The prospects ahead were that Britain
and Ireland would both soon join the
EEC. Relations between Britain and the

years. In 1965
Trade Agreement
British government had the bones of S|r
Roger Casement dug up out of their
grave at Pentonville jail, where
ment was buried after they ed him
in 1916, and returned to lrdand with
much ceremony, as if symbolically to lay
the ghosts of past conflicts. Six County
Prime Minister O'Nn]l visited Dublin
g:dr ‘Taoiseach Lemass visited

The Sou(hem Irish economy was'in its
best shape for a quarter century. On the
surface it seemed to be a time of
amicable cooperation, readjustment and

rational reconstruction. The contradic-

tlon that changed these prospects so
dramatically lay in Northern Ireland
itself, which proved beyond the power
of Britain — or of Britain and the
Southern Irish bourgeoisie together —
to control.

For 50 years Northern Ireland had
been ruled as a ‘‘Protestant state for
Protestant people” (long-time Northern

Ireland Prime Minister Lord
Brookeborough). The Catholics were a
big and threatening hostile minority of
about one in three who had been kept in
the Six County state agamst their will in
1921. Chronic antagonism was therefore
built into the Six Counties state. The
Protestants repressed the Catholics,
organising a sj sectarian part-time
wmg of the police, the B-Specials, to do

The built a solid Protestant bloc, in-
volving all classes from slum Protestants
to horse. Protestants, against the
Catholic minority. Partly for political
reasons, but because there was great
scarcity and poverty, lhey syslemancally

More Catholics were unemployed
than Protestants; run-down areas where
unemployment never dropped below the
Great Depl‘ession level, even-during the
years of the boom in the *40s, *50s and
’60s, tended to be Catholnc areas.

practices and _agreement not to raise
political questions the Six
Counties’ constitution. Trade union uni-
ty was unity of the privileged with the
oppressed on the terms laid down by the

vileged — the status quo in industry
and on the Six Counties’ constitutional
position.

At the top, where prominent people
often were leftists or had a left-wing past
— like, for example, Betty Sinclair, the
Stalinist secretary of the Belfast Trades
Council — trade unions and trades
oonnmls oo\llrl sometimes be got to pass

‘progressive’ or lil rml\mons, but
these were not representative of the
Orange majority of the Northern Ireland
labour movement. Unity in the Northern
Ireland trade unions was a fragile thing.
The threat of a spht un the constitu-
questi present,
stxved off by polmcal pam.lyms and tacit
agreement to avoid splitting issues.

The situation was the same with the

labour movement. In the *60s the

jorthern Ireland Labour Party had a
socialist left-wing in Derry and Belfast.
But it was a Unionist, that is a fun-
damemally Protestant, party. Time and

again, throughout its history, it had
been disrupted by conflicting posmons
on ‘the question’. Always

Politics was largely
politics — Catholic against Promlant
Catholics were cheated of local
democracy: the system long discarded in
Britain of giving business people one
vote for every business premises con-
tinued in Northern Ireland where it hit
the poorer Catholic community. Areas

for the status quo, it attempted to
broaden its support, sometimes By play-
ing down its Unionist character,
sometimes by trickery. In the *40s for ex-

ample, the NILP agitated in the Falls
Road under the Irish tricolour; in the
Shankhill under the Union Jack, and in

the city centre under the Red Hag In-

with big Catholic majorities — Derry Ci-  ¢yitabiy this fell apart, repeatedl
b o i v Sy g, BEZ L, e,
rymandered to give the P il layer. Their privil
Unionist_minority control of the local marginal — but nevertheless lug

council. Because votes went with houses,
Catholic housing was among the worst
in Western Europe.

There was systematic anti-Catholic
discrimination in employment. The
Harland and Wolff shipyard, and the

i i ing works, prac-

privileges. Leon Trotsky once remarked
that the greatest possible privilege is to
have a crust of bread when everybody
else is starving. To have, as part of the
Protestant ruling bloc, a considerably
better chance of a job amongst mass
was no small privilege.

"'E'.A"..
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tically no Catholics. The Sirocco
Engineering Works in East Belfast, stan-
ding in the Catholic enclave of the Short
Strand where there was 70% unemploy-
ment, had four Catholics out of 600
workers in the mid-"70s. As a direct con-
sequence of this, the composition of the
trade unions was titled heavily against
the Catholics.

The unions remained united on day-
to-day trade unionism, on a basis of
tacit of these i y

4 Workers’ Ireland

ism was no surface part of
Northern Ixeland, but basic to it. It was
a society flawed right through along the
lines of the Catholic and Protestant
communities. In the late *60s and early
*70s it split vertically along the lines of
the communal divide, not horizontally
along the lines of class.

This was the problem for Bmaun s
reforming drive in the mid ’60s.
upper-class Orange and Unionist leadcrs
were willing to make timid moves



Demo in Newry after Bloody Sunday

towards reform; the Protestant working-
class ranks became very alarmed that
reform would be at their expense. At

first this was a slow process. Around
1966, Ian Paisley, the most vocal
representative of that alarm, still seemed
an archaic crank. But the first killings
occurred in 1966, when a Protestant
secret army, the UVF, killed a Catholic
barman suspected by them of having
IRA connections.

But at first, in the mid-'60s, the Pro-
testant backlash was limited, and seem-
ed like it could be easily contained, The
Catholic agitation that now got under
way, to add pressure from below to the
British government’s pressure for
reform from above, turned the Protes-
nnt backhsh into a powerful mass

TheCathhcsbenn!owuufor
“civil rights’ — one man (sic) one job,
one man one house, one man one vote.
The Northern Ireland Civil Rights

Association was formed in 1967. It was a
broad collmon led by Republicans who
had renounced the gun — at least for the
moment — green nationalist politicians,

Stalinists, anc

Incvlubiy lhelx demands were taken by
the Protestants to be demands to divide
up the existing jobs and homes.

It is possible that these ‘civil rights’
demands could have been rendered more
palatable to the Protestant workers if ex-
pressed in some way as this: create jobs

building more houses, etc. However,
it is not at all certain.

The implications of the Catholic
movement went way beyond what they
demanded. The fundamental civil right
the Catholics lacked was the right of
self-determination — the fact that they
were an artificial minority within an ar-
tificial state, carved out against the will
of the big majority of the people of
Ireland. From that flowed the possibility
of discrimination and repression in the
Orange sectarian state. It was not nst
ultra-sensitive Unionist politicians il
the Stormont Home Secretary Wnl!n.m
Craig who saw that the logic of any such
mnnly-Cuhohc ‘movement would lead it
straight to -the question of Northern
Irelmd’s constitutional status. The
leaders of the ‘Official’ R:pubhuns,
who were heavily involved in the civil
rights agitation, did see it as the first
stage in a mass ion that would,

2. 1968-9: The
Northern
Ireland state

down breaks

his was the background to the

events of October 1968. Home

Secretary William Craig banned
the civil rights demonstration in Derry,
and the police enforced the ban by baton
charges when it was defied. World TV
audiences saw the Republican Labour
MP for West Belfast, Gerry Fitt, with
blood streaming from a head wound
caused by a police baton. Most impor-
tantly, people in Britain saw it.

From that moment on, the Protestant-
majority Unionist government at Stor-
mont was on the defensive. Northern
Ireland was world headline news. The
pressure for reform intensified. William
Craig was sacked from the Stormont

creasingly

prospect of being ‘sold out’. The Protes-
tant backlash grew bigger and began to
reflect itself inside the ruling Unionist
Party.
One of the main Northemn Ireland
responses to the bloody events in Derry
was the creation of a powerl‘ul move-
ment of students to agitate for civil

rights — People’s Democracy (which
should not be confused with the present
organisation of that name, though the
two do have some links). PD was based
on Queen’s University, Belfast, had in-
itially had many Protestant members.
Outraged by police brutality at home,
they were influenced by the world-wide
student radicalisation of that time,
which elsewhere focused on organising
protests and solidarity with the Viet-
namese against the US Army in Viet-
nam. MosxoftheludznofPDwm

very .provocatively — for civil rights.
The Orange backlash grew. The
Unionist Party went into ferment and
crisis. Prime Minister Terence O'Neill
was a feeble politician nurtured in a
political system in which gentry like
himself could take the loyalty and

when the time was ripe, raise ‘the na-
tional. question’. Protestants tended to
see any movement of Catholics as a
threat to ‘the constitution’.

of the lower orders for
granted. He could not coj

Central to what happened in the next
three years was the incapacity of th
Unionist upper-class elite to carry Lhe

Werkers’ ireland 5
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Protestant masses with them on reform.
Every Catholic, or. pro-Catholic, action

ranks, feeding the bacl
could control neither the one nor the
other, and the system was ground to bits
between the two. O’Neill resigned in ear-
ly 1969, to be replaced by another
aé—a?my man, his cousin Chichester-

In January 1969 police rioted in
Derry’s Bogside, the Catholic slum area
built’ outside the walls of the one-time
Protestant city of Londonderry.
Catholics erected barricades to keep them
out.

Serious rioting occurred in July. Then
in August the upper-class Orange Order,
th Apprentice Boys of Derry, staged a
provocative march on the walls
overlooking the Catholic slums. Bitter
clashes occurred, which became full-
scale warfare between the police, the sec-
tarian B-Special constables and assorted
Paisleyites on the one side, and the
Catholics of the Bogside on the other.

Barricades were set up, and the
Bogsiders held off the forces of the state
using stones and petrol-bombs. Protes-
tant bigots attacked Catholic areas in
West Belfast, and the same thing hap-
pened there. The Southern Ireland
Prime Minister said that the South could
not “‘stand idly by”’. The Northern
Ireland state seemed about to dissolve
into sectarian civil war. On August 13th
the British Army was moved onto the
streets to stop the state falling apart. It
quickly took control -in Belfast and

The Catholics

Instead of recognising that the system
had to be radically dismantled and
restructured, it left it essentially in being,
tinkering with it. But a process had
begun that would end with the abolition
of Stormont in March 1972, thus depriv-
ing the Protestant majority, whose right
to self-determination the Six County
state allegedly gives expression to, of the
right to exercise that majority in any

set Northern Ireland on a new trajec-
tory, though that was not clear at the

3. 1969-70:

time. The youth in the Catholic areas
had been roused up and radicalised, and
were deflated and disappointed when the
barricades came down in October 1969.
The crisis in the Unionist Party con-
tinued, under pressure on one side from
the British government to reform and on
the other from the Protestant popula-

resigned in 1970, to be replaced by the
tougher, less genteel and altogether less
effete Brian Faulkner.

of the socialists, the
rise of the Proveos

aradoxically, this period saw
the high point of socialism in
Northern Ireland. Most of the
prominent Catholic activists or represen-
tatives were socialists — the exceptions
‘were middle-class civil rights people like
John Hume, and even they allied with
“socialists’ like Gerry Fitt MP and called
the party they set up in 1970 the Social
Democratic and Labour Party. (Mainly
Catholic, it then included some Pro-
testants, like Ivan Cooper MP.) PD
ceased to be an amorphous student
movement in late '69 started
agitating for socialism and on social
i The PD- i

the Arm'i as
saviours — but they didn’t take their
barricades down. The Catholics of
and Belfast had seceded from the
Northern Ireland state, for the moment.
The barricades would stay up, patrolled
on the outside by the British Army arm-
ed with machine guns and rifles, and on
the inside by Catholics armed with
hurleys, until the Catholics agreed to
take them down in October.

This was the first crucial turning
point. The Northern Ireland state had
shown itself to be unreformable. It had
been designed to serve the Protestant
majority and they had a built-in majori-
ty against any change they didn’t want.
The Labour government had to decide
what to do. As well as sending in the ar-
my, it sent in a bevy of civil servants to
oversee the chief Northern Ireland civil
servants, thus seriously iling the in=

Pl MP for
Mid-Ulster, Bernadette Devlin, elected
in 1969, was a revolutionary socialist,
who worked closely in Britain with
groups like IS (SWP) and, briefly, the

L RP). (Today she is hardly
distinguishable from a Republican).

All the leading activists in Derry were
socialists, with the leading role falling to
the Derry Labour Party, led by Eamonn
McCann. In Derry almost all the
Republicans were socialists, and some
were influenced by Trotskyism. Most of
these socialists did appeal on a class
basis to the Protestant workers, before
and after August 1969. Even in its wild
and provocative student days, PD ap-
pealed to Protestant workers to see that
socinllﬁcr.hey had a common interest with
Catholic workers. They all carefully
tried to avoid appearing as Catholics or

dependence of the Northern Ireland
government. That’s all the British
Labour government did.

IRELANp,
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For example, a PD leader, Cyril
Toman, who was then a sort of Trot-
skyist, tried to get a hearing from Pro-
testant workers by flying a Union Jack
over his platform! Today Cyril Toman is
in Sinn Fein, and in 1983 was one of its
Parliamentary candidates.

All the socialists made Militant-style
denunciations of the idea that there
could be a non-socialist united Ireland.
Only in a socialist Ireland could the Pro-
testant’s legitimate fears that Home Rule
would be Rome Rule be allayed.
“Neither Thames nor Tiber’, the most
Republican of them said, meaning no
Irish unification apart from socialism.

They roundly abused the ‘Green Tory’
Republic and marched across the border
waving illegal condoms in the faces of
the 26 County police.

By contrast the Republicans were

eclij . Shamed and split by their in-
ability to defend the Catholic arcas in
August 1969, they seemed to count for
little — and anyway the main body of
Republicans were socialists too.

The high point for socialism was the
election of June 1970. The Northern
Ireland Labour Party refused to endorse
Eamonn McCann as a candidate, and he
stood with the backing of the Derry and
Coleraine Labour Partics. He advocated
troops out and socialism, which he
defined as nationalisation of the com-
manding heights of the economy. Mc-
Cann got 8,000 votes.

There were lots of socialists, many of
them Trotskyists of one sort or another.
The problem was that they were largely
confined to the Catholic community. In-
dividual Protestants were socialists, of
course. Though the big student Protes-
tant support for civil rights fell away
very quickly, some stayed — for exam-
ple, Ronnie Bunting, son of a prominent
associate of Ian Paisley, who joined PD




and was reputed to be ‘Chief of Staff’ of
the Irish National Liberation Army
when he was murdered in 1981. But
these were individuals. The Protestant
working class remained impervious to

appeals. -

Sections of it were ‘radicalising’ and
separating off from the traditional
Unionist leaders. But they were going to
Paisleyism. Their radicalism was dif-
fuse, sectional, fuelled in part by fear of
the Catholics in the Six Counties and in
a possible united Ireland.

Any class feeling was smaly confined
within their communal framework. If
they recognised similar people in similar
eondluons to their own across the com-
munal divide, they did not go on to con-
clude that there was a common interest.
Communalism shaped and limited

everything. Northern Ireland’s society
split vertically along communal lines in
1969 and after; and when the Protestant
community spl.u horizontally, it had no
significance for class politics — it was an
affair internal to the Protestant com-
munity. That is the basic tragedy of Nor-
thern Ireland politics in the last 15 years:
that workers’ disillusionment with the
Orange bosses served only to build the
Paisleyite Democratic Unionist Party.

The Catholics and their represen-
tatives — in the first place the socialists
— could and did propose working class
unity. But they could not impose it on
the Protestants, nor even get a dialogue
with the Protestants. It is normally thus
when an oppressed layer moves,
frightening the upper layers.

For example, who can doubt that the
US blacks would, given a chance, have
chosen unity with the white workers in
the *50s and ’60s? Unity wasn’t on offer
on any terms other than the continued
subordination of the blacks. The ’60s
black revolt, with riots and burning
cities, followed, ‘alienating’ white
workers. That was tragic, as were the
parallel events and relationships in Nor-
thern Ireland. But those are poor Marx-
ists who would (or did) therefore con-
clude that our job was to tell the op-
pressed patiently to bear their burden.

Many activists agreed that ‘socialism
was the only road’, but there can be no
socialism without the working class — in
this case, crucially, the Protestant work-
ing class — so that road was not open.

The consequence for the radicalised
Catholic youth was isolation from the
main body of the working class and
working-class movement — and im-
potence. The ground was prepared for
the Provisionals’ campaign by the im-
potence, and by the attempts of the
socialists to avoid the national question.

As we saw , all the socialists, including
the socialist Repubhcans, steered clear
of the national question or renounced it
(some of the Republicans hypocritically,
tacucally) That left the national Qques-
tion and ‘anti-imperialism’ entirely in the
hands of the Provisional — initially,
right-wing — Republicans.

Cyril Toman — the Marxist of ’69,
waving his Union Jack at Protestant
workers so that they would let him talk
to them about socialism, who became

the Sinn Fein candidate of ’83 — sym-
boliss and sums up this tragic ex-

The Republncan movement had come
out of World War II, in which it had
allied with Germany, pulverised and
seemingly defunct. It made a principle
of physical force and of boycotting the
various parliaments “(Dublin, Belfm
London) and apart from that was ‘non-
political’. In fact it reflected the right-
wing cold-war atmosphere of Catholic
Ireland in the '40s and ’50s. It revived
slowly in the post-war period, and in
1956 launched a military campaign of
small gu actions on the Border.

20 Years
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hanged, in 1942 — went back even fur-
ther. They denounced the * oommnmsm
of the mail though

soon petered out and

1962 a formal ‘ceasefire’ was dednred
Trying to learn from their experience,
some of the leading activists turned ‘left’
and began to talk of using social agita-
tion to gain support for ‘!he nauunal
struggle’. They drew on h:

they too called themselves socialists —
democratic socialists. The Provisionals”
prospects did not seem very bright: for
example, J. Bowyer Bell, the author of a
learned academic study of the IRA
published in 1970, dismissed them as a

experiences of left-wing

in the ’30s, when left-moving traditional
Repubhcans met the right-moving
Stalinised Communist Party of Ireland,
and together they created a sort of

relic of the past wh 1d not

keep up with the development of the
‘mainstream.

In fs.ct the Provos grew with

astonishing speed. They recruited rapid-

ly from the Catholic youth.

populist
task was to win national mdependence
(‘the Republic’; for the Stalinists, ‘the
bourgeois-democratic revolution’); then
socialism would come at the next stage.

HoR o
1'!;"’,.;’;4%1.7:

Fianna Fail money helped launch the
Provos, but to explain the development
of their movement as a result of ruling
class divide-and-rule is self-evidently in-
adequate, and no more than a con-
spiracy theory of history. As well to ex-
plain the Russian Revolution as a Ger-
man plot because the German general
staff allowed Lenin to cross Germany in
a sealed train. Fianna Fail wanted to
split and stop the left-wing Republican
movement. They did not want what the
Provos very rapidly became.

Eamonn McCann has described the
Provo’s appeal like this. Whereas
everyone talked about socialism and
‘imperialism’, but had nothing to sug-
gest doing about it in the circumstances,
the Provos could point to the British
soldier standing at the local street corner
and say: ‘There, that’s imperialism.
Shoot it.”
of the na-

In the ’6()s too, the leftward i
Republlcans met Stalinists and were in-
fluenced by them, in the first place by Dr
Roy Johnstone, who went onto the Ar-
my Council.

One product of the Republicans’ turn
to social quesuons was that they became

tmnal question by the left and the of-
ficial Republicans — who consigned it to
the distant future, together with a
socialism that had to wait on the Protes-
tant workers — ensured that the na-
tional question, wl-nch lay at the heart of

involved in the civil rights

They began to disarm the IRA, expellmg
dissidents, benefitting from the
qxgppmg-away of many traditional ac-
tivists.

The events of August 1969 changed
the direction of the IRA too. They were
largely irrelevant during the fighting, the
“Chief of Staff’ Goulding being reduced
to making idle public threats. Militants
were told that the problem was that the
IRA had lent its guns to the Free Wales
Arm;

ln December 1969 and January 1970

split.

position
of the Cathohcs. was raised, when it in-
evitably forced its way to the front, in
the Provos’ initially right-wing version.
The Provos could, of course, also draw
on the Calhohc Republican culture —
songs, tory, ingrained loyalties —
with which the Catholic community was
saturated. In late '69 a staunch old-style
Republican like ex-internee Sean Keenan
seemed a respected anachronism: within
a year or 18 months, people like that
were the centre of a powerful movement
which had taken in many of the
youth eager to ‘shoot im-

e
break-sways were traditionalists. Many,
like David O’Connell, were veterans of
what little action there had been in the
’50s. Others, like Joe Cahill — sentenc-
ed to death but reprieved because of his
age, while 19-year old Tom Williams was

perialism’. One consequence of this was
that the Provisional Republican move-
ment would itself become radicalised,
especially in Belfast and Derry —
though its icalism was wnhm the
limits of one community.

Workers’® ireland 7
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4. 1970-72: Growth of
IRA and UDA. Direct

rule

y early 1970 relations between
Bthe British Army and the
Catholics had deteriorated
badly. The sort of reforms the civil
rights movement had called for had
beel; ru;hed B:n;eo;gﬂ after

A 1969. The S pecis
disbanded, the RUC disarmed. But
things had gone too far. These measures

— especially the disbandment of the'

B-Specials — alarmed the Protestants
but failed to satisfy the Catholics.

tary allies
thern Ireland. z

A major turning-point in Army/
Catholic relations came in July 1970.
Protestants attacked a Catholic church
in the Lower Falls and the Official IRA
shot three of them dead. The Army,
perhaps to placate Protestant anger and
‘keep the balance’ then declared a
curfew on the Lower Falls and a
systematic search of the area for arms.
Bloody clashes followed with the Of-
ficial IRA.

In early 1971 the Provisional IRA kill-
ed three British soldiers and things
began to move towards a military-style
confrontation. But it was still limited.
The decisive turn came on August 9
1971, with the introduction of intern-
ment. Few IRA men were rounded up,
but various political opponents of the
Faulkner Stormont government were,
like PD leader Michael Farrell. If they
had wanted to give the allegiance of the
Catholic community to the two IRAs,
then Faulkner and Tory Prime Minister
Edward Heath could not have made a
better job of it. Now it became a full-
scale Catholic insurrection, with the
Provisional I ining more support.
Bombings and killings escalated enor-
mously. So did the Protestant backlash.

The Protestant UDA was founded in

of

perhaps 50,000 by mid-"72.

This phase ended in March 1972,
when the Tory government decided to
destroy the 52-year old sectarian struc-
tures of Northern Ireland and start
again. Stormont was abolished. The
IRA had gained a tremendous victory.
Everything seemed to be in the melting
pot — and it was. Quarter of a million
Protestant workers struck in protest.
military campaign
decpened and widened the gap between
Protestants and Catholics. It did not
create it. In terms of the basic cause and
effect, the Provos and their campaign
were a product of the Catholic/Protes-
tant division which had rendered impo-
tent the Catholic radicals in 1969 and
afterwards.

Everything was in the melting pot —
but only within the given Northern
Ireland framework. The Tories acted
more vigorously and radically than
Labour had, but they were even less in-
clined than Labour to face the fact that
Northern Ireland was a failed entity, ina
state of latent or incipient civil war — in-
creasingly ungovernable.

In 1972 Protestant barricades went up
throughout Belfast. Catholic barricades
had gone up again in Belfast and Derry
after ‘Bloody Sunday’ — January 30,
when the British Army shot and killed 14
unarmed Cathalics taking part in a ban-
ned Republican demonstration in Derry.

The Provos declared a ceasefire in

id-’72, and the mighty British govern-
ment decided to negotiate with them.
Republican and Loyalist prisoners were
given special political prisoner status.
Provisional IRA leaders — among them
Gerry Adams, now MP for West Belfast
— were flown to London for discus-
sions. Nothing came of it at all. The
British were willing to change the way
Northern Ireland was run, but not to
change Northern Ireland. The armed
mass movement of the Protestants
paralysed any impulses they may have
had to make basic changes. They stuck
to their commitment to maintain the Six
County state. And that meant ‘balancing
‘between the communities.

This balancing led to a breakdown of
the truce with the IRA. Many hundreds
of Catholics had been made homeless by
sectarian intimidation, but when an at-
tempt was made to re-house them in
houses vacated by Protestants the Army
intervened with a heavy hand to stop it,
and the Provisional IRA went back to
the gun. An Official IRA ceasefire in the
;ame period remained in being, and still

oes.

closer to open
in mid-"72. Civil war didn’t come. In-
stead there occurred a hurricane of sec-
tarian mostly of

olics by Protestants, which con-
tinued through to 1974 and beyond. The
British government placated the Pro-
testants by forcibly taking down the
Catholic barricades in July 1972. Ten-
sion eased. The war between the British
Army and the Provisional IRA resumed
fiercely. IRA bombs continued to blast
the centres of Northern Ireland’s cities.

assassinations,

5. 1973-4: Britain’s moves
for reform shattered
by the Protestants

to re-erect a self-g nin;

a fringe group — and William Craig’s
were ing and drilling

Bn‘ta‘m now moved energetically

system in Northern Ireland, call-
ing on the aid of the Southern Trish
government. A series of talks, with
Unionist and Catholic politicians and
with the Southern Irish government,
culminated in the ‘Sunningdale Agree-
ment’ on a new system in Northern
Ireland. The new system would have in-

late *71 and became a mass

So:;"e :
al
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P ring in the Six
Counties and a_loose and rather
powerless ‘Council of Ireland’ would
take account of Northern Ireland
Catholics’ desire for Irish unity. Britain
promised a referendum to determine
whether the Northern Ireland majority
wanted Irish unity. (The referendum was
held in March 1973: of course, the ma-
jority did not want unity.)

The old Unionist Party, for 50 years
Northern Ireland’s monolithic ruling
party, had broken up in 1972. Now the
Unionists fragmented further. The
Paisleyites — now very much more than

and making blood-curdling threats,
while some of their followers were
slaughtering individual Catholics at ran-
dom. The Unionists divided into those
willing to work the new system Britain
wanted and those who were either
against it or thought it could not be car-
ried with the Protestant masses. On the
Catholic side, the pro-power-sharing
SDLP had the electoral support of the
mass of Catholics: Sinn Fein was not
allowed to stand in the elections for the
new Assembly.

On 1 January 1974 the new power-
sharing executive came into being. It was
a coalition of a Unionist minority, led by
Brian Faulkner; the SDLP; and some
{ijn)_' parties like the non-sectarian il

M&ou were ghettoised, accounting for
about one-third of the Assembly. They




shouted, rioted and disrupted the work
of the Assembly To no avail. Thou
the Faulknerites were under chmendous
pressure and had broken election
pledges against power-sharing, the
SDLP Faulknerite alliance held and
began to get a gnf;: on Northern Ireland.
A dramatic shift had occurred, for the
stable mainstay of this regime was the
SDLP. Britain had shifted its weight
heavily onto the rmddlc—class Catholic
party. The die-hard Orangemen ap-
peared isolated and impotent. There was
reason to think that massive government
patronage and a vigorous reform policy
— for which Britain had the resources
and the will to pay — would gradually
rally a sizeable Protestant support
around the Faulknerites. The power-
sharing executive seemed to have years
of life ahead of it. The IRA was still ac-
tive but it seemed to be in decline.

But now the British class struggle in-
tervened. In February 1974 the British
Tory government called an election on
the issue, ‘Who rules, the unions or the
government?’, hoping thereby to gain
the political and moral authority they
needed to defeat the British miners.
Heath lost the election. In Northern
Ireland what was lost was the entire
government strategy.

The Westminster election took the
die-hard Orange politicians out of the
Stormont ghetto in which they had been
confined; it forced Brian Faulkner’s par-
ty to face the Orange electorate they had
tricked in the Northern Ireland election
six months before. The result was a
catastrophe for power-sharing. Of 12
Northern Ireland Westminster seats, no
less than 11 were won by opponents of
power-sharing (the other was Gerry
Fitt’s). The moral authority of the
power-sharing executive was undermin-

ed. It staggered on until May 1974, when
a majority vote in favour of activating
the Council of Ireland provision trig-
- gered a powerful general strike.

The Unionists had already used their
industrial muscle on a number of occa-

In early 1971 thousands of
d and Wolff shipyard workers
had marched to demand that internment
for suspected Republicans be introduc-
ed. In March 1972 a quarter of a million
struck when Stormont was abolished.
(To get an equivalent British figure you
would have to multiply by either 60 or 40
— depending on whether you take the

strikers as a proportion of the Protestant
population or-of the whole Six County
population — to get 15 or 10 million!)

Now, in May 1974, there was a full-
scale general strike. Intimidation by the
A was used to get it going — but it
soon became clear that it had real sup-
port. It was a revolutionary general
strike — for utterly reactionary objec-
tives. The strikers were against the
power-sharing executive and the Council
of Ireland and for a restoration of ‘ma-
jority rule’ in the Six Counties — that is,

Protestant rule. The official Northern
Ireland trade unions attempted to ﬁghl

sions.
Harlan
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6. 1974-80:
sSweating it
out’

t was the decisive turning point
for the period which opened with
the abolition of the old Protestant
home rule Parliament in March 1972,
The British government had proved
unable to face down the Protestants and
allowed its entire strategy of
political reconstruction to be shattered.
‘What now?

The Labour government refused to
admit that this strategy was in ruins. It
announced that there would be new elec-
tions for a Northern Ireland assembly.
This time its function would be to work
out a political system for the province
acceptable to both Catholics and Pro-
testants on the basis of some sort of
power-sharing.

Elections were duly held, and the
Faulknerites, the moderate. com-
promising Unionists willing to work the
system Britain wanted, were massacred.
There followed a full year of discussion,

and manoeuvring in the Convention.
Spectacular shifts took place, for exam-
ple when William Craig — the man
scapegoated by O’Neill for the batoning
of peaceful demonstrators in October
1969, the founder of ‘Vanguard’ and
associate of the Protestant paramilitaries
— came out for a variant of power-
sharing. He was immediately disowned
by his supporters. No deal was possible.
The canny politicians who might be will-
ing to try didn’t dare — and had they
dared then they like Craig would have
been repudialed
had won victory in

y strike, and,

r.hc Army, orgamsed a march back to
work. Only a handful of people turned
up, taking their lives in their hands to
walk behind TUC secretary Len Murray
and local trade union leaders. It was a
fiasco. Nobody who knew the Northern
Ireland labour movement would have
expected anything else when the official
unions came into conflict with their Pro-
testant rank and file. The British Army
was powerless and, maybe, the officers
did not want to act against the strike.
After two weeks the Faulknerites resign-
ed and the power-sharing executive col-
lapsed.

May 1974 — and they wanted victory in
the Convention. There was widespre
fear in the Catholic community that the
Protestant majority would organise
some sort of political coup, declaring a
new government and set a train of events
in motion which would trigger sectarian
civil war. For most of 1975 the Provi-
sional IRA observed a ceasefire. Finally,
early in 1976, the Convention sent a
report to London which demanded ma-
jority rule, not power-sharing, and the
British government dissolved the Con-
vention.

The British government was stuck
with direct rule. The only political struc-
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ture that could be set up in Northern
Ireland would correspond with the
nature of Northern Ireland — with its
in-built artificial Protestant majority.
This put Britain in the absurd position
of justifying the Northern Ireland entity
ande Partition in terms of defending the
democratic rights of the Protestant ma-
jority while it was forced to deny the
Protestant mz]only the exercise of its
majority rights in that Northern Ireland
unit!

But logic didn’t come into it. The
British government sought the line of
least resistance and after the Orange
general strike that meant leaning heavuly
against the Catholics. The IRA was bad:
ly affected by the truces of 1975 — but n
was still a force to be reckoned with, and
now it began to reorganise.

Britain’s policy now was s:ylalled ear-
ly in 1976 when the Labour minister
responsible for Northern Ireland, Roy
Mason, announced that from now on,
convicted Republican and Loyalist ac-
tivists. would no longer have special
status or prison regime that they had had
since 1972. This was the ‘crimin:
tion” pohcy Inevitably |t bore down far
more heavily on the Catholics than the
Protestants. -

At the same time the war against the
IRA-became an intensive war against the
people of the Catholic ghettoes of Derry

Belfast. Thousands of Catholic
homes were repeat searched and
wrecked by the British army. Mason’s
policy was to sit tight, beat down the
Catholics, and make neither attempt nor
pretence at any new political initiative.
Northern d would be forced to
‘sweat out’ its slckness For qum-. a while
it seemed to be working. The IRA was in
serious decline; the flesh fell off Protes-
tant organisations like the UDA and
they shrivelled into not much m:nrs than

Developments were germinating in the
prison camps and jails that would allow
the IRA to gain an unprecedented posi-
tion of pol.mml dominance in the
Catholic community.

For the Republicans did not accept
Mason’s criminalisation policy. Those
convicted after the new rules came into
force in early 1976 refused to comply
with pnson regulations. Tllcy ref to
wear prison uniform, wearing blankets
instead. Mason’s criminalisation pohcy

opened one of the most terrible battles
ever fought for their own dlgm y and
political principles by political prisoners
confronting a brutal and soulless prison
system designed to degrade and
demoralise them. Republican prisoners
spent years ‘on the blanket’. Some serv-
ed out entire sentences and were released
without ever wearing prison clothes.
Slowly support built up outside, but it
was never enough to have any effect.

7. 1980-85: The hunger
strikes of 1980-81 and
the Proves’ turn to

politiecs

he turning point came with the
hunger strikes of 1980 and 1981.
The hunger strike of 1980 was

gangs.
ings became somewhat less frequent.

When in 1977 an attempt was made by
Tan Paisley to get a new Orange general
strike over ‘security’ it flopped. The ma-
jority of Protestant workers no longer
felt under immediate and intense threat.
They didn’t respond and since not
enough of them could be coerced, the se-
cond Orange ‘general’ strike was a
fiasco. It had more to do with jockeying
for position among Loyalist politicians
than with anything else.

But the convulsions were not over —
the processes were just hidden from
view. The Provisional IRA reorganised
itself on a tighter cell structure and
geared itself towards what its strategists
talked of as a 20-year war.
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called off before anyone died, t.he
thinking that they had

promised changes. They hadn’t. A new
hunger strike started in 1981, led
by Bobby Sands, officer comma.nd.mg
the Provisional IRA prisoners at Long

e on hunger strike Sands was
elecled MP for Fermanagh-S. Tyrone,
and it was Bobby Sands MP whom Mrs
Thatcher allowed to starve to death in
Long Kesh.

World-wide attention was now on
Long Kesh. Support for the hunger
strikers grew rapidly in the Northern
Ireland Catholic community. It was a
sign of the times that the SDLP did not
dare stand against Sands and, by split-
ting the Catholic vote, deprive the Provi-
sional IRA of a great propaganda boost.
Sands was the ﬁxst to die and ni h

mounted by the Republicans and their
supporters. Communal tensions became
drum-tight.

The hunger strike ended in defeat.
‘Would the support that the sacrifice of
the hunger strikers had won for the Pro-
visional IRA survive the end of the
hunger strikes? They had had such sup-
port before. They had never been able to
consolidate it or put 1( to any use. By
now, however, they had learned some
important lessons. Things had changed in
the Republican movemen(

The right-wing Provisional IRA had
been steadily radicalised throughout the
1970s. The working-class Republicans in
Belfast and Derry were always more
radical than the typical petty-bourgeois_
Sinn Fein supporters in the South.

Steadily their influence grew. They talk-
ed of socialism with some conviction —
though, , without much

followed him. Like the of the

worse, as if it

15 captured leaders of the 1916 rising,
the slow and terrible deaths of the ten
young Republicans in 1981 had a pro-
found effect on Catholic Ireland.

As coffin after coffin came out of the
gates of Long Kesh, the Provisionals
gained massive support. They easily won
the by-election caused by Bobby Sands’
death, in mid-1981. On the other side of
the Northern Ireland divide, Protestants
reacted with great hostility to the giant
Catholic funeral marches and to the very

oould be an affair of the Catholic com-
munity alone. One ‘lesson’ the left-wing
Republicans in the Northern cities learn-
ed in the *70s was to give up on the Pro-
testant workers. Side by side with their
radicalisation went a more and more
clear sectarianism — though in implica-
tion rather than intention — towards the
Protestants.

Arguably much that they did was
always sectarian. But the old guard paid
at least lip service to the ideas and g
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cf traditional Irish Republicanism,
which proudly i

people of Ireland were the Irish nation,
whatever their origins or creed. The 1972
Provisional IRA policy for a_federal
Ireland with a nine county Ulster
adopted when it looked like they would
soon win — was preposterous in some of
us details but it contained the core idea

insisted that the whole

Ireland, or Ireland.

But the Provisionals are a powerful
force in the Catholic community. They
learned from the hunger strike the value
of politics, and have systematically turn-
ed to electioneering. Since 1982 they
have consolidated a seemingly stable
Catholic vote of not too far short of
40%. They define their new strategy asa

ion of the ballot box and the

the P
clar-cul expression of the sectarianism
entwined with the radicalisation of the
Northern Provisionals was their hostility
to ‘federalism’, which they removed
from Sinn Fein’s constitution in 1981-2.
The Protestants must either be con-
ciliated, or you try to conquer them: and
without federalism and the possibility of
‘autonomy, all that the Provos now of-
fered the P

gun — ‘the Armalite in one hand, a

ballot paper in the other’. They aim to

make polmcs, and
struggle. The

helped mmhuly by British favour in the

early and mid-’70s; it has wasted and

cracked in the po‘l)xggal wilderness since

as a minority in a heavily Catholic
Ireland.

The dilemma of the Provisionals
pamllelx that of the Republican socialists
968-70: they are a one-community
movement, cut off from the majority of
the Northern Ireland working class.
They know it is the opposmon of the
Protestants — and ly of the
Prolmant working class — lhat mainly
stands their way. Whereas the
socla.hsls of 1968-70 abjured, lgnored or
renounced the national quesucm, the
Provo radicals start from it and now
they have an ill-defined socialism which
abjures the majority of the Northern
Ireland working class. The Provos of to-

“day, like the socialists of 1968-70, are

therefore impotent to change Northern

and Pro-
testants, to become little more than a
green party.

What is happening politically in the
Catholic community now parallels the
political polansauon and d:ffmnuanon
that occurred within Unionism at the
beginning of the *70s. The Provos’ en-
forced or voluntary abstention from
political action slowed down that pro-
cess in the Catholic community and
allowed the SDLP a virtual monopoly of
Catholic politics for a time. No more —
the weakening of the SDLP, put out to
starve in the no-politics erness after
1976, and the Provisionals’ own turn to
polmcs, has put an end to that. It is
unlikely, however, that the Provisionals
will politically annihilate the SDLP, and
there is pmbably still much opposition
inside the Provisionals to ‘politics’.
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verall, the results of the years ot
otllmloi] are not encourag'mg

from a working-class point of
view. A chasm deep and wide divides the
Protestant and Catholic workers. Bit-
terness which in " the best cir-
cumstances take a gcnerauon or two to
heal has built up.

ite severe crises in the South,
since the ’60s industry there has grown
relatively fast, so that the social contrast
between North and South — which at
the time of Partition was a start division
between a relatively advanced industrial
North and an impoverished mostly
agricultural South = is. gtes:.l diminish-
ed. All this, however, has not generated
a common feelmg of working-class iden-
tity across the communal divide. It
would be a miracle if it did.

Northern Ireland continues in a state
of latent civil war. The British Army
keeps the communities apart, but within
a strategic British fnmework of main-

taining sectarian state
which keeps the Caﬂlohc’Protenant an-

Six
County state when it began to collapse
into sectarian chaos in 1969 — in other
words, to shore up the framework for
the chronic communal antagonism. It
keeps the communities apart by beating
down the rebellious Catholics.

Britain’s policy of holding the ring in
Northern Ireland, tinkering occasionally
with the pohucal structures and beating
down the Catholics as the staple activity,
is stckmg the fires of latent civil war. It
maintains, just below boiling pmn!, the
conditions that could well develop into a
Lebanese-style civil war in Northern
Ireland, with mass communal slaughter
and bloody repartition at the end of it.

The only way out of this situation is to
recast the entire framework. The sec-
tarian Northern Ireland state must be
replaced by a broader framework within

which the Catholic and Protestant com-
munities can learn to live together. The
Labour Party should commit itself to
abolish the Six County sectarian state
and to work for a federal united Ireland
that -will offer the fullest rights,
guarantees and autonomy for the Pro-
testant population that are compatible
with the rights of the majority of the
Irish people.
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Theses on the Anglo-

1. What is the Anglo-Irish
agreement?

‘The Anglo-Irish agreement sets up an
inter-governmental :onfemoe back-
ed np by a permanent secretariat

Belfast — between the London and

blm governments which will jointly

run Northern Ireland. The executive

gowcr stays exclusively in British hands,

ut the political control of the executive

is normally to reside in the inter-
governmental conference.

The Anglo-Irish agreement is an inter-
national treaty registered with the UN,
according to wlnch the British govern-
ment obligates itself to run Northern
Ireland in ayee-sm:’ﬁw;h the 26 County

emerge eamestly to seek and

station- 2,

rish agreement

Anglo-Irish agreement marks a big new
involvement of the 26 Counties in the
administration of Northern Ireland.

Why the Hillsborough
ment

Northern Ircland broke down as a

political entity in August 1969. Catholic

revolt against their second-class citizen-

ship and a Protestant backlash against

the Catholics led to the British Army be-

ing put on the streets to stop sectarian.

fighting (after over 500 Catholic families
had been burned out in Belfast).

Thll Northern Ireland had indeed
broken down was Britain
in March 1972 when the IRA military
umpmsn forced Bnu!l:l fto abolish the

a common

Britain declared itself to hlve to op-
position to a united Ireland if the Six
County majority wanted it, und promis-
ed to legislate for a united Ireland if a
Six County majority decided for it; Ihe
26 County government promised t
respect the separateness of Lhe Six Cmm
ncssolonsunmjontyt.heremtedm

establi a radically new
over
If some form of mutually le
-ﬂ;_-numnelfmuf , then
most of powers Of inter-
eonl‘mwilldevolv:r.o
mwmpmmm
Thgnne:mmteonmsuwuhmeSm-

from the UK in 1922. The Anglo-Irish
agreement is thus a framework within
which British/Irish collaboration can
evolve and develop on a closer level than
for 65 years — if it holds.

3. The Anglo-Irish agreement
and a united Ireland
Moﬁ of the left, following the
blicans, denounces the Anglo-Irish
deal for ‘copper-fastening’ partition.
But this is false. Every 26 County
govcmmcnt since 1922 has in fact
ognised partition and some have
declnred that there can be no united
Ireland without the consent of a sizeable
section of the Six County Protestants.
The Anglo-Irish deal would only
copper-fasten partition if there was
some way of removing partition that the
deal hinders. There is no way to remove
partition unless the Northern Ireland
majority wants it. To try to conquer the
Protestants would not bring Irish unity.

certainly it would lead to sec-

wvernment Britain atumpteddmdlﬁl!ly tarian civil war and bloody repartition.
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ing about reconciliation between
Catholic and

epnred a number of pom’ble

Anything that would bring about

reconciliation between the two com-
munities in Northern Ireland, and thus
create the preconditions for working
class_unity, should be by
socialists. e Anglo-] agreement
does nothing of the sort.

‘While the Protestants more

alienating
ptotoundly than they have ever been
alienated from Britain, it gives little to

They
options, lll of which
rejected by Tbnmhu One of these
opumwuim joint Tule in the Six Coun-
ties by Duh and London, London

the Protestants and Dublin
the Catholics. That was rejected in 1984
by Mrs

But after over nym of negotiations,
what the London and Dublin govern-
ments came up with was a variant of
power-shanng - pohtlcal power-
sharing while the executive power re-
mained in British hands. As well as that,
itis proposed to create a strong Dublin-

whlch
nonm, would hlve every nght to specla.l
treatment as a minority by way of luvm;
autonomy in its own heartland ar
But Ireland as a whole was ruled by Bn-
tain, and the minority — partly for
If against the

joint com-
mittee, thus dn Britain and the 26
Counties closer tugﬂhn than they have
been since Southern Ireland seceded

st than the

Prolcﬂxnu of all l.rdlnd wcvuld have
been in a united Irel

The Catholic mmomy in the North




'was some 35%, and they were in the ma-
jority in a sizeable part of the Six Coun-
ties — so they were felt to be a perma-
nent threat to the Protestant majority.
They were treated as second-class
citizens, discrminated against and
rigorously excluded from any say in rul-
ing the Six Counties, even in local
government where they were the local
majority (eg. Derry).

They suffered for decades and then
revolted with a strength and determina-
tion that the British govenrment has
found mposslble to quell.

The problem is to find a democratic
framework which (a) takes account of
the legitimate concerns of the two com-
munities in Northern Ireland, of the
wish of the Protestants not to be incor-
porated as an oppressed majority in a
Catholic-majority Ireland as well as the
wish of the Six County Catholics not to
be an artificial mmonty in the un-
ty state, and, (b) allows for reconcilia-
tion and the development of normal
class politics in Ireland.

That framework can only be a federal
united Ireland — in which the minority
areas will have autonomy — combined
with the closes link between Ireland and
Britain acceptable to the Irish majority.

The fundamental criticism of the
Anglo-Irish- agreement from this point
of view is that though it provokes the
Orangeists about as much as a unif
Ireland would, it does not move any way
towards providing a workable
democratic framework.

The majority of the Orange popula-
tion want a restoration of Orange ma-
jority rule. They will resist anything
short of that and anything other than it.
There would be resistance to any at-
tempt to create a democratic federal
structure. But resistance to structures
that actually do take account of Orange
interests could eventually dissipate. By
contrast the Anglo-Irish agreement does
not offer structures within which the
Orangeists can be reconcil

It puts them forever undcr the joint
ultimate control of Britain and Britain’s
inter-governmental conference partner,
the Fenian government which they
believe schemes and plots endlessly to
take out the Six Counties and incor-
porate its people as a helpless minority in
the Catholic state.

5. Prospects
The Orangeists seemed almost
unanimous in their opposition to the
Anglo-Irish ent. Their unity has
begun to shatter in face of the intran-
sigence of Thatcher.
As a section of the Orangclsu go all
to outright illegality, the process of
d:ffuvnmuon within the Omnge ranks
will accelerate. Already the Official
Unionist Party leader James Molyneaux
as said ‘Never again’ after the violence
of the 3 March strike, and the OUP of-
ficially kept away from the illegal
d;monstrauon at Portadown on 31 Mar-
ch.
A two-way separation will occur. A
section of the Orange politicians will
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probably try to reach
with Britain, as Paisley and Mulyneaux
did in late February. Others will go into
militarist occupation. The creation of a
‘Protestant IRA’ is most likely — an
organisation striking at the South.

The majority of Catholics have been
shown in opinion polls to favour the
Hillsborough agreement, and the SDLP
has been boosted at the expense of Sinn
Fein. But the Catholics have in practical
terms gained little, and the Orange
backlash now threatens them with the
sort of campaign of sectarian assassina-
tions that swept across Northern Ireland
between 1972 and 1976. The conse-
qucnoe of the Orange backlash in the

Catholic community is that the IRA will
be boosted as a defensive force.

In the months ahead the prospect is
for a series of fierce clashes between the
police and the Army and the Orange
militants. The RUC will probably be
eroded by the campaign against them in
the Orange community (Lhougll this may
provoke a revulsion which will be part of
the process of polarisation in the Proles-
tant community). In any case the RUC
could hardly cope with the level of con-
ﬂlc! that looms in the marching season

ahea
Therefore the British Army will be
drawn more and more mtohpohoe work
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Out of the sectarian civil war that is a
clear possibility in this situation can
come neither a united, nor a democratic,
and still less a socialist Ireland.

7. Civil war

The fundamental threat in Northern
Ireland is of sectarian civil war — which
would lead to a bloody repartition, com-
plete and fix the division in the Irish
ple for perpetuity, and probably boost
clericalist reaction on both sides of the
new border. Compared with that, the
carnival of reaction which accompanied
the 1920 partition would seem mild and
moderate.

One consequence of the vicarious
Irish nationalism so widespread on what
might be called the orgamsanonal}y f:n-

against the P
in 1969 and after when the Army did
police work in the Catholic areas where
the RUC had c to be

choate but i
that the danger of sectarian civil war is
not properly appreciated. It filters

suggests that ths will further poison the
already very bitter relations between the
British government and the Protestant
community.

The chances that Britain, caught bet-
ween the two communities, will just pull
out, are probably very small. The conse-
quences, including the very likely spread
of Catholic/Protestant conflict to
British cities like Glasgow, are far too
grave for any British withdrawal in
response to the new situation. Britain
will try to tough it out.

6. The Republicans

If any benefit to the Catholics can be
claimed from the Anglo-Irish agree-
ment, then to the Republicans’ military

campaign belongs the credit.

The tragedy is that the cost of that

campaign in terms of the deepening of

the ancient gulf between the two com-

munities is immense — and it has not yet
pﬂl

The revolt of the Catholics was a just
revolt, its channelling into this sort of
military campaign the product of the
domination of a particular political

lition. Today the dilemma of the
IRA lies in this, that if the military cam-
paign were to stop then the pressure for
change would stop; and if it goes on now
lhen it is the pyromaniacal activity of
petrol on a fire that may anyway

be uncontrollable.

The temptation to ‘detonate the Pro-
testants’ and use them against Thatcher
must be great. After all it was the Pro-
testants who wrecked power-sharing in
1974. But no good can come of it.

through the i as ‘the
socialist revolution’, ‘the permanent
revolution’, or as a little local difficulty
which the good guys would win.

We must fight this irresponsible and
light-minded attitude. In the period
ahead it will otherwise isolate the left
from serious and sober-minded labour
movement militants who will rightly
recoil from the prospect of sectarian civil
war.

8. The left

Most of the so-called Marxist left is
politically subservient to Sinn Fein.
They relate to Ireland through romantic
populist spectacles which allow them to
avoid seeing the horrifying spectre of
communal civil war that looms behind
events there.

In their reaction to the Anglo-Irish

eement most of the left have surpass-
ed themselves, focusing on the alleged
surrender of Irish sovereignty and failing
almost entirely to see anything new. The
writers and readers of publications like
Socialist Action and Labour and Ireland
must be mightily surprised by the recent
events in Northern Ireland.

On Ireland the left needs urgently to
rearm itself with working-class Marxist
polifics.

Troops Out

The single isolated slogan ‘Troops
Out’ has come to be the mark of a
sizeable part of the left in the last
decade. It has become something of a
fetish, isolated from the rest of a
socialist or democratic programme on
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Ireland.

We are for Irish self-determination,
therefore for troops out. But Socialist
Organiser has repeatedly criticised the
slogan mongering use of troops out as if
it were a self-sufficient programme.
Right now troops out without a political
settlement means — for a certainty —
sectarian civil war and repartition. It
means not self-determination of the
Irish people as a whole, but the dog-eat-
dog destruction of any chance of unity
of the Irish people as a whole.

Troops out is not a political pro-

gramme, but only part of one — and it
can be part of more than programme.
Plain troops out tomorrow means sec-
tarian civil war — troops out with a
political settlement means something
radically different.
. We are in favour of British
withdrawal but as part of a political
solution which actually allows Irish self-
determination: and that can only mean a
solution which leads to some form of
federal Ireland within which Protestant
and Catholics will not, immediately Bri-
tain goes, have to set about determining
how they relate to each other by sec-
tarian civil war, perhaps even on the pat-
tern of Lebanon.

‘We do not say ‘we support troops out
only after a federal Ireland has been
agreed’; we say ‘a serious movement for
troops out among the Irish working
class, let alone the British working class,
can only be built as part of a programme
for actually realising Irish self-
determination.’ In a sense this is condi-
tional support for British withdrawal —
but withdrawal is not a fetish. And it
does not mean that we take any respon-
sibility for the British troops. They but-
tress an untenable status quo and they
serve British governments — Labour
and Tory alike — which over the last 17
years (and now again with the Anglo-
Irish agreement) could not have acted
very differently if they had been
deliberately trying to make sectarian
civil war inevitable.

As the Orange mobilisation develops,
sections of the soft left will probably
start troops against the
Orangeists or advocaung their use. We
do not back the Orange bigots, but we
do not back the troops either. We re-
main the party of irreconcilable opposi-
tion.

10. The Catholics

The Northern Ireland Catholics re-
main the chief victims of partition. They
are likely now to be victims of reac-
tivated Orange murder gangs. In the
event of sectarian civil war they will be
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the most i in
Belfas

thle we advocate a democratic solu-
tion to the Protestant Catholic conflict,
and reconciliation and working class
unity as a basic immediate policy for
Northern Ireland, in face of sectarian
conflict we must stand with and defend
the Catholics.

I1. Socialism

The unspeakably bitter spectacle of
the workers who live in the run-down
Shankhill area of Belfast in murderous
conflict with their Catholic working-
class neighbours in the run-down Faﬁs
area sums up what capitalism, British
rule and the activities of the " Irish

is and petty is  politi-
cians have done to Ireland.

The massive 25% unemployment rate
among people who often lack the means
of life above the bare necessities is a fur-
ther indictment of that system.

The Irish working class, Protestant
and Catholic alike, needs socialism —
that ‘the workers should join together
and take power from the capitalists.

We do not counterpose future
socialism to the just struggle of the
Catholics now, nor pretend that a divid-
ed Irish workmg class can miraculously
make a sudden leap from the terrible
reality of today to socialism.

But we need socialism, and a move-
ment that fights for socialism as well as
for a democratic solution to the
Catholic/Protestant conflict.

Socialist
Organiser

debates

Daisy Mules — Sinn Fein

back of what the British left are
thinking about Ireland and about
the issues that concern us in Ireland —
and obviously also concern you in Bri-

n.

First, I’ll deal with the Anglo-Irish
Agreement. Judging by the actions it has
triggered, this eement signed by
Thatcher and Fitzgerald on November
15, 1985, could be deemed a momentous
step forward. However, our attitude is
that it is nothing of the sort.

Acclaimed internationally, approved
by Irish establishment parties, and op-
posed with growing vehemence by the
Northern Umomsts — surely the Agree-
ment cannot at bad? But it is.

The Agreement is a setback for all
socialist forces in Ireland, and their sup-
porters in Britain who have been work-
ing for Britain’s disengagement from
Ireland, and for Ireland’s right to self-
determination as a whole.

The Agreement does not offer
anything new. In it, Dublin recognises
that the Northern Uruomsts have a right
to veto Irish unification. And the two
governments announced the setting up
of an inter-government conference in
which Dublin’s role will be consultative,
and which will look at ways of improv-
ing Dublin’s cooperation on the security
front, as well as reforming the Northern
state, prior to devolving some sort of
power back to an acceptable administra-
tion there.

It is very useful for us to get a feed-

So what exactly are the objectives of
the Agreement? One of its prime aims
has been widely and accurately described
as the defeat of the IRA. It proposes to
achieve this by a mixture of reforms in
the North, supposed to erode the sup-
port of the IRA and Sinn Fein, and in-
creased collaboration by armed forces
both sides of the border.

This was seen specifically when
Dublin ratified the European Conven-
tion on the Suppression of Terrorism.
Until then, only four other EEC coun-
tries, including Britain, had done so.

This will further reduce the already
frayed right to political asylum in the 26
Counties. At the moment, as some of
you are probably aware, there are great
moves going on to renegotiate the ex-
tradition treaty between the United
States and Britain.

The Ulster Defence Regiment remains
— whose members have time and time
again been found guilty of assassinating
innocent Catholics. Only recently, four
UDR men were convicted although they
were not given a specific sentence.

The Royal Ulster Constabulary,
whose members have been involved in
‘shoot-to-kill’ tactics against na-
tionalists, beating in detention centres
and recruiting of paid perjurers for mass
trials, will not be disbanded. Non-j; -jury
courts are here to stay despite mention-
ing that they might do away with them in
the future.

The so-called reforms which we were




told to expect have not happened — ex-
cept one. I am not sure if you are aware
of this, but in the North, if you were
born in the 26 Counties, you have no
right to vote in any election apart from a
‘Westminster election. The one conces-
sion that has now been given to us is that
those who were born in the 26 Counties
can now vote in any election in the Six
. Counties.

It is intended that these reforms be
presented as a result of the agreement,
and a vncmry for the SDLP, in the hope
of wooing nationalist voters away from
Sinn Fein.

However, the thinking that underlines

_~ this part of the agreement 'is that the
IRA and Sinn Fein thrive on the misery
of Northern nationalists — as is often
said by the SDLP, the Catholic hierar-
chy and the Dublin politicians.

Unemployment breeds violence, they
say. Hence the recently agreed US finan-
cial input, and the possible financial
back-up from the EEC which will
presumably be used to create jobs. Sinn
Fein says that unemployment breeds
demoralisation, apathy, ill-health,
alcoholism, domestic violence against
women and children, drug taking. But it
does not breed pohu activism.

Far from thriving on misery and
deprivation, Sinn Fein works hard
through its advice centres, trades unions
and local campaigns to help bring about
change.

In the meantime, while Dublin waits
for an auspicious moment to pass some
reforms, the Dublin government will be
expected to carry out its duties, as spelt
out by the agreement. Consulted about
the North, it will share responsibility,
but not power, with Britain. And it will
be expected to shoulder a great burden
of the massive military and judicial
operations aimed at containing
republican resistance.

Already the cost to the tax-payer in
the 26 Counties of maintaining partition
is £53 per person per year, while the
equivalent tax to the British tax-payer is
a mere £9.

Thatcher has the Dublin government
over a barrel. She has got the Fitzgerald
government to accept responsibility for
part of Ireland over which it has no
power. She will make them pay for every
crumb of reform that may be brought
about by increasing their collaboration
with the British Army, the RUC and the
Northern judiciary. Furthermore, the
Unionist veto has been recognised in a
legally hmdmg agreement.

Why then has this Dublin govern-
ment, which calls itself a nationalist
government, signed such an agreement?
Indeed, why is it supported by Northern
middle<lass nationalists like the SDLP
leader John Hume?

The first reason is that they feel
threatened by the emergence of Sinn
Fein as a credible political force since
the 1981 H-Block hunger strike. The se-
cond is that the constitutional parties in
the 26 Counties have no urgent desire to
achieve Ireland’s reunification, and self-
determination, as this would radically
change the balance of power and the

conservative nature of Irish polmcs.

As for the SDLP being the ‘respec-
table’ middleclass nationalist alter-
native to the IRA, it will always be
assured of a little place in a devolved ad-
ministration at Stormont. In fact, our
belief is that if it had not been that the
Assembly was dissolved there recently,
the SDLP were actually preparing to re-
enter Stormont.

‘Why are the Unionists opposed to the
Agreement? After all, the aim is
defeating the IRA, and it plans to enroll
Dublin’s help for lhat purpose.

At the turn of the century, Unionism
represented economic power and in-
dustrial wealth. But since the Second
World War, especially, things have
changed. The linen mills are no more.
Most of the heavy engineering industry
has been. nationalised and needs large
subsidies to survive. Unionists with their
naked bigotry and their decaying
economic muscle are no longer an im-
portant partner for Britain’s policy in
Ireland. They are, however, a sizeable
minority in Ireland as a whole, and
heavily armed.

Unionists presently feel jilted by Bri-
tain, deliberately kept away from the
London-Dublin talks. They were told on
November 15 that Dublin’s opinion
would be listened to before London
decides how to administer the Six Coun-
ties. That was enough.

Assurances that Bnmn 's sovereignty
over the North was intact were not
listened to. Reaffirmation of their con-
stitutional guarantee was ignored.

Any move in the direction of Dublin
was seen by the Unionists, not so much
as a slippery slope to a united Ireland,
but rather as yet another sign that their
bargaining power was on the wane. But
the days of unchallenged Unionist rule
in the Six Counties are no more.

In 1986 the interests of Unionism are
narrower than the interests of Britain.
Unionism today is not so much about
the Union as about partition. It is parti-
tion that has secured a permanent
Unionist majority in the Northern State
for 64 years. It is partition which has
kept the benefits of industrial develop-
ment away from nationalist areas, with
the result that many Unionist areas of
the North enjoy a lower unemployment
rate than in Britain, while in nationalist
areas 40-80% unemployed are not un-
common.

It is those marginal privileges that
working class Unionists want to
preserve, more than the Union Jack or
the link with Britain.

The idea of an independent Ulster
comes from working class loyalist
groups, like the paramilitary UDA.
Even repartition has been mentioned —
anything rather than lose this corner of
Ireland where they rule supreme.

Furthermore, unemployment and
other figures show that 14 years of
British direct rule have failed to erode
Unionist domination significantly. Only
Irish independence could hope to end
Unionist power.

All this talk of reconciling the two
traditions — Unionist and Nationalist
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traditions — within the Six Counties, is
therefore a smokescreen. Unionism and
nationalism are two diametrically oppos-
ed political viewpoints. And the people
who hold this can only be reconciled
within partition if one side, or both,
abandons its ground.

It is obvious that both London and
the Dublin government will be expecting
Northern nationalists once again to
knuckle under. Crumbs of reforms will
be thrown at them. Republican
‘troublemakers’ will be interned, pro-
scribed, censored or otherwise disposed
of. And British interests in keeping
Ireland under control will have suffered
not one bit.

‘This is why the present British govern-
ment is trying to stabilise the Six Coun-
ties, and normalise North/South rela-
tions, while establishing closer links with
Dublin. Like its predecessors in 1971
and 1973 it would prefer a 32 County
statelet, rather than the present
powderkeg. For this it must seduce the
Irish nationalist middle class, appease
the Unionist monster, and_eliminate
Republican resistance. The first objec-
tive has been reached. To achieve the se-
cond it hopes to deliver the third: the
defeat of the IRA and Sinn Fein.

But Unionist opposition is not just
caused by IRA actions and Sinn Fein’s
presence in the councils. It is mostly
about losing their supremacy. This could
be Thatcher’s first miscalculation. The
second is about defeating Republican
resistance.

‘Whatever its future holds, it remains
that this Agreement is a step backwards
for Irish nationalists — and for all those
that want to see the development of a
free, independent, united and socialist
Ireland. Socialists and progressive peo-
ple everywhere must oppose the Agree-
ment as another attempt by Britain to
consolidate its hold on Ireland under
cover of peace and reconciliation.

They should not be confused by the
support given by the Irish nationalist
middle class to the Unionist veto.

In the final analysis, Britain’s colonial
stranglehold on Ireland can only be
broken by a process of decolonisation.
Peace and stability can only be establish-
ed within a framework of Irish national
self-determination.

The inherent weakness of the
Hillsborough process is that it is not
geared to these objectives. On the con-
trary, it is geared towards thwarting the
attainment of these objectives. And for
this reason, as for many of the other im-
ponderables, it is doomed in the long-
term to failure.

Workers’® ireland 15
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point from that of Sinn Fein. I do

not start out with the idea that Irish
nationalism is a fixed star. I have a dif-
ferent standpoint in judging this agree-
ment and everything else about Nor-
thern Ireland: what best serves the in-
terests of the Irish working class? What
will help create the possibility of work-
ing class unity and therefore of a
socialist solution in Ireland, North and
South?

So I start with that different perspec-
tive and I also have a somewhat different
analysis.

‘What I want to do today is deal with
four different things: why the Anglo-
Irish Agreement has come into being;
what it is; what its prospects are and,
finally, what is wrong with the Anglo-
Irish Agreement from a socialist — as
distinct from a nationalist — point of

Ihavc a somewhat different view-

VIeW.

For like Sinn Fein I also conclude that
we should reject the Anglo-Irish Agree-
ment and oppose it, but for reasons dif-
ferent from those of Sinn Fein.

‘Why the deal? Because the Six County
state broke down in 1969. It had existed
for 50 years as a Protestant-ruled state, a
state dominated by a Protestant com-
munity making up about two-thirds of
the Six County population. For fifty
years that had one-party rule.

The Protestant community lorded it
t; jcally over the Catholic one-third
of the Six County population, reducing
them to second-class citizenship, keep-
ing them down because they felt
threatened by them. That system broke
down in 1969.

It broke down initially when the
Catholics began to demand an end to the
various forms of oppression and
discrimination against them and that in
turn created a big Protestant backlash.
In turn the Protestant backlash quickly
escalated to the point where, in
mid-1969 there were serious attempts at
pogroms in Belfast and Derry.

There were pogroms in Belfast where
some 500 houses were burned down in
August 1969. That led to the British Ar-
my having to go into the streets — ‘hav-
ing to’ from the point of view of the rul-
ing class, to stop the situation becoming
uncontrollable.
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Now that meant that the Six County
state had broken down. But Britain did
not admit that the state had broken.
down. The troops were put out to con-
trol the streets and they formed a sort of
tight scaffolding to keep the state from
collapsing. Britain allowed the Protes-
tant Home Rule government to continue
‘in Belfast until March 1972. But in fact
from the point where the troops took
over control of the streets in 1969, Nor-
thern Ministers had senior British civil
servants assigned to understudy them
and act as commissars over them.

So to an important extent Britain took
a very big share of direct rulership as
early as the middle of 1969.

‘But that did not solve anything. True,
Britain began to push through serious
reforms. Against it is important to
understand what happened.

If you look at how Northern Ireland
was destabilised after 50 years it was in
the beginning the result of the British
government giving insistent signals to
the Northern Protestant regime that it
wanted reforms. Britain wanted reforms
because in the 1960s Britain had long
ceased to look to partition for any
benefits. On the contrary, Britain was
‘moving closer to the 26 Counties which
had been growing in importance as an
economic partner of Britain.

Britain and the 26 Counties signed a
Free Trade agreement in 1965. Both Bri-

not been carved out, there was still a
powerful and compact Protestant-
Unionist minority — it is a natural
minority — in an area of north-east,
Ulster, in the nort-east of the Six Coun-
ties. The point is that the Six County en-
tity made the problem of how the Trish
majority and minority relate to each
other more intractable and in no sense .
was it a democratic resolution of the
conflict. ;

From the Catholics’ lack of self-
determination came the Catholic revolt’
— and that revolt has to this day remain-
ed unquellable. The IRA had been vir;
tually non-existent in 1969, during th¢
pogroms, and what did exist calling itsel] i
the IRA had disgraced itself. But with af}
astonishing speed a new IRA wag,
created. Initially it was very right-wing,
an avowed right-wing split off from the;
old IRA. The Provisional movem
wga_,s to be quickly radicalised in the earl!
1

0s.

The new IRA initiated and developed;
a military campaign within a matter of
18 months after the British Army took
to the streets in.mid-1969. The Catholi¢
revolt became unquellable — it took the
form of a series of bombings in the cen-,
tres of towns and killings of soldiers and.
personnel of the Six County state.

This in turn led to an intensification
of the Protestant-Catholic polarisation.
The result of the Provo campaign was
that in March 1972 Britain abolished the
Stormont regime.

Now it is important to keep in mind
that Britain — through all the zig-zags
of policy since 1969 — has always had
the intention of politically restructuring
Northern Ireland. If you see it simply as

1d-fashioned, bone-headed i bl

tain and the 26 Counties were
to enter the EEC, which they finally did
in 1972. Britain wanted to get rid of the
embarrassing backyard police state that
Northern Ireland had been for most of
the previous 50 years.

That led to the pressures on the Nor-
thern liberal Unionists — such as they
were, and there were not too many of
them and they were not very good as
political leaders. And it encouraged the
development of the Catholic Civil Rights

t. e unpr dl
vigorous campaigning of that movement
led to the which 1

ting i

sequence of events
have already described, it in
the British Army taking over in 1969,
with the job of creating a scaffolding
within which Britain could remodel the
Six Counties.

But Britain taking control in 1969 did
not stop anything. Lot.:;‘of Catholics re-

British imperialism or British col-
onialism, I think you miss the point of
what has been going on, you misunders-
tand the dynamics of what’s been going

on.

Since 1972 Britain has always had the
objective of reforming Northern Ireland
from above, to stop things getting com-
pletely out of hand below. ‘This, of
course, is a central pattern in Irish
history, things being done from above to
stop the revolt from below. That has
been Britain’s goal.

When they abolished the Protestant
Home Rule parliament in March 1972
there was an enormous Protestant
backlash against that. The UDA, a mass
Protestant militia, was formed and at its
peak in 1972 it had between 30,000 and
40,000 members. There are about a
million Protestants, so to get a British

i you would have to multiply

mained
especially the youth in Derry and
Belfast. The Catholics may have march-
ed in 1968-9 for one man, one vote; one
man, one house; one man, one job and
basic civil rights. But in reality the root
civil right they lacked was self-
determination. Their troubles grew out
of the fact that they were an artificially
carved-out minority in an artificial state.

It is important to keep in mind that
the Six Counties and its majority and
‘minority are artificial. But it is also im-
portant to be aware that even if the ex-
isting Six County entity had
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that figure by about 60!

It was an immensely powerful
Protestant-Unionist mobilisation.

Britain tried to replace the home rule
of the Protestants by power-sharing, in
which the Catholic middle class, through
the SDLP, was co-opted into the system. !
And Britain succeeded for a period in
doing that. In 1973 and the beginning of
1974 they set up the power-sharing ex-»
ecutive. )

The real strength of that executive lay
in the SDLP, the Catholic constitutional
nationalist party. They were the
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bedrock, the real power in that ad-
ministration through which, in partner-
ship with minority Protestant politicians
led by Brian Faulkner they ruled for the
first five months of 1974.

destro;

in May 19'74 The general strike was got

gomg to some extent by coercion at the
, but it became a genuine ex-

,pron of the Protestant dissatisifac-

3 \tmn and bitter anger at the whole situa-

| Thnl general strike was an immensely

| powerful demonstration of the latent

1power of the Protestant working class.
- Unfortunately it was the use of revolu-

state. i
one of the most powerful and successful

stitutional nationalist parties North and
South of the border. For a year they
deliberated in the so-called ‘New Ireland
Forum’, and finally they produced a
series of proposals for a settlement wnt.h
Britain. They presented their ideas as a
series of options, listed in declining
order of preference. Their first
preference was for an immediate move
towards a unitary Irish 32 County state.
Their second o] lI‘puon was an Irish federa-
tion, or a confederation, which is even
looser than a federation. Their third
preference was some form of joint Irish-
ush _rule in the Six Counties.
response of Mrs That-
cher was made during a notorious press
conference where she banged the tahle,
ticked off the various proj
dismissed them: ‘‘That’s out, that’s sout,
that’s out.” But not long after That-

cher’s “‘out, out, out’ speech serious
began between

Lexperiments to get a new power-sharing
|executive and then gave up.
The form their giving up took was

‘ithat the British Labour government

thereafter swung round to a policy of
defeating the IRA, and this quickly
became an intense repression of the en-
tire Catholic community.

It was the Labour government which
withdrew political status from convicted

“Irepublican prisoners conceded by the

Tories in 1972. That led to the protests
round the prisons which culminated in
the hunger strikes of 1981. By the end of
this whole process in the early 1980s you
had the powerful Catholic build-up
behind the republican organisation, Sinn

‘ein.

In 1983 Sinn Fein got 12% of the
whole vote, about 42% of the Northern
Irish Catholic vote. That meant that Bri-
tain had failed — and failed dangerous-

. Britain’s policy after 1976 of beating
own the Catholics had quietened the
Protestants for a long time: since the
ritish state was doing it, the Pro-
testants felt that they dldn 't have to do
much themselves, and they were relative-
Iy quiet.

4 An attempt by lan Paisley and the
UDA to get an Orange general strike in
977 failed resoundingly.

The political rise of Sinn Fein
idhreatened to eliminate the constitu-
ifional nationalists who had been the
“mainstay of the power-sharing attempt
“of the mid-1970s.

But of course Britainhadn’t abandon-
# the idea of recreating a new set of
litical structures in the North of
land, it had merely believed in the
mid- 1970s that it had to let the thing
gweat itself out for a period of time.
Now the political rise of Sinn Fein

1. Adlhreatened to close the door on all sorts
n1d

deals for the forseeable period ahead.
As a result of that threat, various

“people began to act — not only were the

British very alarmed, the Southern
bourgeoisie were alarmed too and they

“rganised a get together of all Irish con-

uegothdons Britain and
examples of a general strike in the Southern g wlnch after a
history. smashed the power- year prodlu:ed the Anglo-Irish deal.
sharing executive. So the fundamental reason for the
{" After that, Britain tried a number of

Anglo-Irish Agreement was that the
breakdown of the Northern Irish state
threatened the stability of the whole
island and of parts of Britain too. From
that stemmed the vigorous activities of
the constitutional nationalists around
the New Ireland Forum. The immediate
goal was to save the SDLP from political
oblivion or at least from being
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Anglo-Irish Agreement break down.
But nevertheless, as it stands, what it
isis an international treaty whceby Bri-
tain has agreed with Dublin that they
will jointly set up an inter-government
conference to oversee the running of the

how to run Northern Ireland, to earnest-
ly seek agreement before acting. In other
words, it amounts to an international
power-sharing agreement with the 26
Counties sharing with Britain a serious
degree of political control of the Six
Counties. It seems to me that’s a very
important development.

It’s not exactly full power-sharing, it’s
not what the New Ireland Forum asked
for, because the Executive is entirely in
the hands of Britain. Nevertheless, in
real terms it is a high degree of power-

2.

There are a number of parallels to this
sort of development. I think that what
the British and Irish bourgeoisie are do-
ing is trying to set up a framework that
can evolve and allow the creation of new
structures.

Both governments claim sovereignty
in Northern Ireland. If you look at what
they have done in the Anglo-Irish deal,
they have agreed to leave the question of
sovereignty alone. They haven’t formal-
ly left it alone, there are various forms of
words floating about, but in practice
they’ve decided to leave the whole
business alone.

The procedure reminds me of two
things and I am going to make two
parallels. Firstly with the way the
English natural scientists of the 17th
century dealt with the religious dogma
that was still formally very much part of
the English state and to which they were

the goal
was to find a basic solution that would
allow the IRA to be quelled and to have
its base of support gradually undermin-
ed and removed.

So that’s the why. What is the
agreement? 1 think it is rather more
substantial than comrade Mules says. T
think it is a sort of political power-
sharing agreement between Dublin and
London. And it is enshrined in an inter-
national treaty which is binding, solemn-
ly binding.

lmemauonal treaties, of course, have
limited force. If you have a dispute in
Britain under the British law you have
recourse to the courts and ultimately to
!he power of the state to enforce your

legal rights. In international treaties
there is no such state power to appeal to
and such international treaties as the

obliged to conform. The way
they dealt with the fact that England was
still a state where you had to believe in
the established church and all its doc-
trines, the way they freed themselves to
really explore nature was by declaring
that of everything in nature God is the
first cause, but there were then many se-
cond causes. By paying lip service to
God as the first cause, they managed to
leave God alone on the sidelines and get
on with the empirical exploration of-

reality.

1 think that the British and Irish
bourgeoisies have done something like
this in the Anglo-Irish Agreement. They
have pushed the question of sovereignty
aside and they are trying to get on with
groping their way towards mew struc-
tures

The second parallel is with the EEC.
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Twice this century Europe has been con-
vulsed by wars, world wars which were
fundamentally rooted in the fact that the
nation states of the advanced European
countries were a fetter on the needs of
production, the need to unify the Euro-
pean economy. On two occasions Ger-
many tried to unify the European
economy by simply conquering Europe,
but that failed. Germany was defeated
and at the end of World War 2 Russia
was able to threaten to dominate

nationalist party. It will not act on prin-
ciple, it will act opportunistically and it
may act in a way that will destroy the
new Anglo-Irish treaty.

‘What’s wrong with the deal? From a
socialist as_distinct from an Irish na-
tionalist point of view? Even if you hope
(as the ruling class, I think, do) that it
can eventually lead to the evolution of
new structures which will supersede the
old structure and the old relationships,
even if you can hope for that, it’s still a
very long-w‘rm prospect.

Europe.

How did the proceed?
After the war they very urgently needed
to unify the European economy but they
were stopped by all the various na-
tionalisms. So what they did was to
begin in 1951 by creating something call-
ed the Iron and Steel Community which
allowed the steel and coal industry, both
German and French, to be unified and
to escape from the normal fetters of the
nation state. This led to the creation of
the EEC in 1958. The EEC has largely
eliminated the _economic boundaries
separating the European states, which
are now more thoroughly integrated
iz':onomically than the 50 states of the

S

A.

1 think that what is being done in the
Anglo-Irish deal is to attempt to develop
in the same way, to grope towards new
structures, leaving insoluble questions of
sovereignty alone.

One final thing about this that we
should note is that they have made pro-
vision for a joint Southern Irish and
British, and probably eventually Nor-
thern Irish, parliamentary committee,
which_could actually develop into a
powerful intra-parliamentary link bet-
ween Britain and Ireland, by far the
closest political links since the 26 Coun-
ties seceded from the old UK in 1922,

The prospects of the Anglo-Irish
Agreement so far seem to be quite bright
from the ruling class’s point of view.
Thatcher and company show themselves
to be pretty firmly committed to the
deal. So far they’ve stood up for it with
impressive  determination. From the
point of view of the two ruling classes,
the real weakness of the deal if you ex-
amine the two pillars on which the deal

must stand or fall — the British
bourgeoisic and the Southern Irish
bourgeoiesie — is in the South of

Ireland. Fianna Fail will most likely be
the new government there in a year or so
and it is not at all clear what Fianna Fail
will do about the Anglo-Irish Agree-
ment. [t may try to renegotiate it, it may
even scrap it.

Fianna Fail is not an honest bourgeois
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the grinding poverty and
the built-in sectarianism in the North
continues. Meanwhile the various
repressions continue. Meanwhile mass
unemployment is starting to bleed the
South once again, after a 15 year inter-
ruption.

Apart from that, it is an undemocratic
way of dealing with the problem, par-
ticularly with the Catholic-Protestant
relations in Northern Ireland. It seems
to me therefore, that is is not a solution
that socialists can support.

However, I think it is very important
that we should understand it for what it
is — a series of quite subtle moves by the
ruling class which, -if ‘it sticks, can
perhaps evolve and create new relations
between Ireland as a whole and Britain.

Now that, if it survived in the long,
long, long term, can bring some benefits
but I don’t think we can support it in the
hope of benefits in the distant or
medium distant future.

John Bloxam

ecently an editorial in

Republican News warned of the

danger of sectarian civil war.
The result of such a war, the editorial
concluded, would not be a united
Ireland, but bloody repartition. Daisy in
her contribution suggested that the idea
of repartition exists in the Loyalist com-
munity, but in the cold light of day they
would drop it very quickly. If that is her
view I think it is under-estimating it, and
the Republican News editorial was more
accurate. Could she explain in more

detail Sinn Fein’s attitude?

Martin Thomas

t's quite common on the Left in
Britain to hear people describe the
Northern Ireland P as

winning them over, or at least a sectiol
of them.

‘Whether or not conquest is desirable
it seems to us that, given the relationshif®
of forces, it is not possible. The Pr
testants could hold at least a part of thf"
north-east of Ireland — throi
pogroms against Catholics living th
and so on. Therefore you have to loo}
towards winning over a section of t
Protestants, particularly the workin l:
class, politically. I'd like to ask wha"
Sinn Fein’s ideas are about that task?

0
. $r
Daisy Mules ;

hen Paisley made his verire
aggressive statements abod
civil war, we analysed that &

J

%
a result of the power struggle going of°
among the Loyalists. Peter Robinscnle‘
being seen by the harder line Loyalists &
a potential leader, so somehow Paiself”
had to regain ground. Also Paisl
wanted to scare people.

After the divorce referendum, he i
mediately backtracked. He said th
now there was no need for a civil w

their denial of divorce as a civil right th
Irish unity was not possible.
There’s been a lot of publicity
Loyalist attacks on the RUC and
UDR — mostly the RUC — houses a
homes. But they’ve also been attackin;
Catholic homes, especially in places lig;

similar to the pogroms of the ea
seventies.

families have had to move out beca
of Loyalist attacks on their homes.

So that possibility of civil war
always there. But in our analysis it cef
tainly isn’t going to happen at the m
ment. And Britain won't allow it to

pen.

Paisley and the other Unionist leadegi,
are very well aware that the Anglo-Irif
Agreement does not erode their ri
In fact it entrenches their rights in
ways. It actually states that the Loyali
veto will always be upheld.

Repartition isn’t a real possibility, i
our view.

What are we going to do to win ov
Protestants politically? There’s no
that Sinn Fein is going to win oW
Loyalists by political argument whil
their supremacy is guaranteed to
by the British government. So long

‘paper tigers’; to say that the Anglo-
Irish deal is entirely in their interests,
and they just don’t understand what’s
going on. The analysis that Daisy gave is
a lot more realistic.

That raises a question. If the Protes-
tant backlash is a response to a serious
shift in the policy of the ruling class, that
same backlash is going to exist against
any movement towards a united Ireland.
How should socialists and republicans
deal with that?

There are two theoretically possible
answers. First is that you look to con-
quering the Protestants by physical
force: the other is that you look towards

their y s
won’t listen to any discussion or ta
They won’t even talk to John Hume.
‘We think a basic requirement for anj
talks to develop is that the Unioni
guarantee is taken away. Then they wi
engage in discussion. But until then, i
should they talk to us? !

Tony Dale
aisley talking about civil W
does highlight the danger of}
Paisley is softening up compar

to many others in the Loyalist cam
With people like Robinson taking co




ofn of the mobilisations it increases the

Il S not a question of crystal ball gaz-
— will there or won’t there be a sec-
ian civil war? To recognise the
ibility, as Sinn Fein do, is more
fious than many on the British Left.
the British Left much of the response
the Deal has to say, ‘Well, it’s
really affecting the Protestant peo-
, or threatening the link with Britain’.
ere’s a tendency to see the Protestants
puppets, just as dupes, and not
zogmse that their reaction to the Deal
ws the extent to which they are an in-
rzpendent force.
reien‘sy said that the Anglo-Irish Deal
gthens the Loyalist veto. Yes, it’s
odt written into it that the Protestants
 ‘gould be consulted and so on, but the
upyalhsts want themselves alone to
n'ycide what happens in the North. The
s takes that away; it says that what’s
g to count is what we think in Lon-
clen, and what our counterparts think in
nblin. It’s taken away ‘Protestant self-
s termination’, and that is an important
lh‘\ange.

hfte Keenlyside

t worries me when people describe
the relationship between Britain and
Ireland as ‘the last vestiges of colon-
sm’, ‘imperialism’, etc. To me that
Tk doesn’t make sense.
'€BBritain derives very little benefit from
ark maintenance of its rule in Northern
land. I don’t know the exact figures,
Ol [ suspect that more money goes into
WSland than comes out of it. Most in-
stries  are heavlly subsidised. In a
rxist sense, it’s a strange imperialism.
itain got out of colonies where it
in a better position to extract profit.
n’t know what it gets out of Ireland.
‘e situation can’t be explained with the
sic analysis of imperialism. If you try
explain it like that, you miss a lot of
ts.

e Protestants have got every reason
Alifbe wary of deals like the Anglo-Irish
greement. At the end of it, the project
or Britain to establish a relatmnshxp
th Irish capitalism like that it has with
Sy other capitalist country: an inter-

OV€The project for both the British and
hiksh ruling classes is to normalise the
fuation. That does mean doing away
this ‘odd’ situation in the North. At
hes end of the day, it's in the interests of
1KStish capitalism to have a united

and.
at’s not to say that the projecl will
ced. It will fail because it’s a solu-

WDaisy said — and it struck me as very
ang isn’t much
lihood of a sectarian civil war. And
reason she gave is that Britain
“puldn’t allow it. Now, whatever the

ts and wrongs of using the slogan
oops out’, on its own, we’re all agreed
t Britain’s involvement in Ireland
t end. What if we’re successful —
morrow? Then the thing that will pre-

" vent civil war will be removed.

It’s
strange for people fighting British im-
perialism to look to it to prevent civil
war.

Liam Conway

aisy said there wouldn’t be a

civil war. 1 think it’s true that

the Anglo-Irish Deal won’t lead
to civil war, because it doesn’t threaten
the union between Northern Ireland and
Britain. Butif you look at history, civil
war has been most likely when the Union
was threatened.

On the question of Protestant
supremacy, I think it’s wrong to
with the Protestants as a whole unit in a
supremacist sense, or to talk about them
as if they were only the Protestant
leaders and not ordinary Protestant peo-
ple as well. Socialists have got to cut
through Protestant — and indeed all —
leaders and look at the root of the Pro-
testants’ fears.

‘And of course there are plenty of Pro-
testants suffering unemployment as well
as Catholics. We have to look not just at
their social concerns, but other concerns

too.

The Protestant minority in the whole
of Ireland see themselves as having a
separate identity. It’s a working class in-
terest, that they feel a separate identity.
It’s not just a concern of their leaders
who are duping the Protestant workers.
Looking across the border at the South
reinforces their ideas.

I’d like to ask why Sinn Fein dropped
their commitment to federalism, which
goes some way towards creating a
framework in which the working class of
both communities can have their identity
satisfied. It would create the possibility
of the unity of the working class to
create a socialist Ireland.

Niall Power

irst, on civil war. Nobody would

underestimate the very real danger

of civil war. But I do detect a
certain double standards when some peo-
ple on the British Left discuss this ques-
tion.
We call for an end to apartheid and
one person, one vote in South Africa.
There is the distinct possibility that the
granting of those things would lead to
civil war — not just between whites and
blacks, but between blacks and blacks: a
distinct possibility. But that doesn’t lead
us to water down our support for the en-
ding of apartheid, or for one person,
one vote.

I fail to see why we should water down
our support for one person, one vote in
Ireland, either.

Second, on the sincere — I presume
— call for workers’ unity in the North.
Comrades, as much as you may wish for
that to happen, I can assure you it simp-
ly won’t happen while Britain remains in
Ireland. If you doubt that, I suggest you
go to Ireland, get more informed of the
mentality and the material privileges of
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the Protcstants — workers included.

You won’t break thmugh to any form
of working class unity while Britain re-
mains there.

A majority — a majority — of the
Irish working class wants to see Britain
out of Ireland. Why don’t you support
that majority clearly and unambiguous-
ly, without wanting provisos about par-
ticular forms of unity with one signifi-
cant minority in a particular part of the
country?

Third, I would like to ask SO for more
information about federalism. John
O’Mahony mentioned that federalism
was one of the proposals coming out of
the Irish Forum Report. Is that a form
of federalism that you would support?

1 think Britain would like to leave
Ireland, but it also needs to protect its
interests. It does have financial interests,

it does have industry, not only in the
North but also in the South. The British
taxpayer may be losmg from it, but the
British capitalist isn’t.

And the military interests need to be
protected, in the sense of American
bases in the north of Ireland. A united
Ireland — and certainly a militarily in-
dependent one — would threaten those
quite seriously.

And ideologically, Britain isn’t going
to be forced out, like Vietnam was forc-
ed out of Vietnam.

Martin Thomas

don’t think any of us are saying

that it’s an easy, straightforward

task for socialists or republicans to
address themselves to Protestant
workers. We’re not saying, like Militant,
that if you talk about working class uni-
ty enough the Protestant workers will
flock round and everything will be love-
ly. We understand that it is difficult
almost to the point of impossibility even
to get a hearing, let alone to get them to
agree with you.

Nevertheless, if you analyse the situa-
tion realistically, you come to the con-
clusion that that difficult task if the key
task. To say that it’s difficult is to say
that progress in Ireland is d)fﬁcult.

It’s not just a because we’re fan-
tastically concerned with the rights of
the Protestants, though I think we
should be to a certain extent. It’s also a
question of realistic calculation. Even if
we said that the Protestants don’t have
any rights at all, they nevertheless have
force. As Daisy put it, they’re a substan-
tial minority, concentrated and heavily
armed. They have the force to prevent
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Ireland being united.

Even on those grounds you have to
address the problem.

Daisy’s answer is.a sort of two-stage
theory. At one stage there’s nothing you
can do, politically, in relation to the
Protestants. Your efforts should con-
centrate on putting pressure_on the
British government so that it will
the acts of the British Parliament that
say that the Northern Ireland Pro-
testants can maintain the Northern
Ireland unit as long as they wish. Once
that has been done it will be possible to
talk to the Protestants and create unity.

There are two problems with that sort
of two-stages theory. First, the Pro-
testants have two vetoes. They have one
veto written into legal Acts of Parlia-
ment; and they have another veto
secured by their own force.

Part of the legal veto has been taken
away, Direct Rule has been imposed. A
veto on relations with the South has
been taken away.

How have the Protestants reacted? By
becoming more willing to talk to their
fellow workers? No, on the contrary,
you’ve seen a hardening of the Protes-
tant sectarianism over the past 14 years.

Taking away the legal veto won’t
automatically make the creation of class
unity easier. In fact, the immediate
result might be to make it more difficult.
That doesn’t mean we should oppose
taking away the legal veto; it means that
we have to couple it with other political
demands.

But how do you get the veto by force
taken away? I can’t see any reason why
the British government should be able to
actually take that veto away. It seems to
me you need some degree of class umty
I’m not saying we’re not interested in a
united Ireland unless it is created by a
united working class. I'm saying that
practically, it won’t happen

Niall said: you won’t get a united
working class until you have a united
Ireland. Youw’'ll get a united working
class after a united Ireland. You can see
the force in that argument. But if you
analyse the situation the opposite also
holds: you don’t get a united Ireland un-
til you’ve got a united workmg class.

Does that mean the whole situation is
impossible? It means it’s very difficult.
It means you can’t rely on the two-stage
theory. You have to be trying to create a
united working class, or at least a par-
tially united working class — you’re not
going to win over the entire Protestant
working class — at the same time as you
fight for a united Ireland.
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hat’s happening in the Loyalist

community? What are the

prospects for its opposition?
It seems to me that if Ian Pmsley is being
forced into posturing — like his call for
action on the streets and so on — it’s an
indication of the strength of the Loyalist
opposition. Paisley has dominated the
Protestants since 1970 and his party has
been increasingly dominant since 1979 or
so. If he’s forced to posture, it shows the
strength of the Loyahst opposition.

Civil war isn’t just morally bad
because people start butchering each
other. The point is that the political set-
tlement that would come out of it would
be repartition. So there are political
reasons as well as moral ones to recoil
from the prospect of civil war.

It’s not a question, as Niall said, that
we don’t recognise the right of the Irish
people to determine their own future.
But there’s a difference between
rocogmsmg that right and realising it. To
put it starkly: the political force that can
create a united Ireland doesn’t exist at
the moment; it has yet to be created.
That’s one of the reasons why a united
Ireland seems so distant.

Sinn Fein’s struggle, justified as it is,
is limited. It’s limited geographically,
and also physically to 10% of the entire
Irish people. It’s also politically limited,
but that’s another discussion. Its con-
tinued struggle at best can defend the
Catholic community. But all it can do is
maintain the stalemate, and push and
prod the British government into at-
tempted reforms.

Support amongst constitutional na-
tionalists for the Accord is partly, as
Daisy said, due fo their fear of Sinn
Fein. But it also concedes something to
them that’s new. It concedes that the
Southern Irish government has got a say
in the affairs of the North.

But also the Republican movement is
vulnerable to that kind of strategy. The
idea of reforming the Northern Ireland
state continues to have some weight. The
alternative — a united Ireland — seems
remote and distant. That’s a problem we
have to confront.

The British and Irish governments are
trying to create a framework that will
break the stalemate — in their interests.
That’s exactly what we have to do. We
have to create the force that can achieve
a united Ireland.

‘We have to break from conventional
Catholic Irish nationalism, and return to
traditional Republicanism — uniting the
Irish people.

John Bloxam

iall complained of double stand--

ards. But there’s a difference
between the kind of civil war you
might see in South Africa on the one
hand, and Ireland on the other. It’s a
dlfference for example of a situation like
the Lebanon — two working class com-

munities slaughtering each other, with
no progress coming out of it; and a
situation perhaps like Spain.

Civil war in South Africa bea
necessary to unite the whole
country and allow the working class to
fight for its own demands. Civil war in
Ireland would be different. And that’s
what the discussion is about. Everyone
here supports the struggle for a united
Ireland. But if there is a civil war, which
would mean repartition, that would cer-
tainly not be an on the situa-
tion, and could well be a step
bacl ds.

That’s our concern in talking abom
civil war and repartition. Daisy said she
doesn’t think there would be repartition.
’m not quite sure why she thinks that.
There are two arguments, I think. One'is
that the Protestants aren’t strong
enough to organise their own state out-
side of Britain. I just don’t think this'is
the case. They’re strong enou%h
numerically and armed enough to do it.

The second is that a Protestant state
wouldn’t be economically viable. But'it
doesn’t depend upon cold economic
calculations. I can’t assess that. It
depends upon a political drive, which
would be very strong.

Comrades have pointed quite rightly
to the problems of creating working
class umty But they’re missing the point
— it’s a problem, it’s been tried before
and failed so it’ll have to wait for:a
united Ireland...this just ignores the |-
points that have been made here.

We’re not saying that we’ve got all the
answers. We're trying to address the
problem. That’s important. The com-
rades haven’t explained how a united
Ireland is going to happen outside of
some kind of unity.

John O’Mahony

ou can’t measure the threat of

sectarian civil war by Paisley.

What comrade Mules said
about his motivation — the infighting in
Unionist ranks — is quite right. But ]
it is an old joke that Ian Paisley is a bit
of a ‘fake right’. He’s a demagogue.
You can’t measure the threat of civil war
by Paisley’s manoeuvrings. 3

The basic thing is that even today,
even with the Deal, the Protestants think
they can rely on the British state — it's
their state, they identify with it. So long
as it’s there, they don’t have the motiva-
tion to organise themselves for sectarian
civil war, or rather for a war to carve out
their own area of Ireland, to create their
own state.

But given their heavy concentration,
particularly in Antrim
don’t see any reason to doubt that if!
they feel fundamentally threatened they
will resist, and sectarian civil war will be;
a real part of the situation.

‘We should beware of logic chopping.
It’s fine to point out the contradiction in
comrade Mules’ argument — that Bri-
tain prevents civil war, etc. But it’s also
absolutely irrefutably true. It’s true that
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if Britain left without a political settle-
ment the Protestants would try to sort it
out in their own wa;
In Britain we have to insist all the time
that the Six County state is an artificial
. entity, and shouldn’t exist. But that idea
also contains a potential lie that Leftists
:can tell themselves: the lie that no Pro-
testant majority state is viable or con-
ceivable. In reality there is such a con-
ceivable state — smaller than the present
one — that could emerge out of a sec-
tarian clash.

1t is inconceivable that the Catholics
|« could win. I don’t think that subjugating
| "Protestants ls desirable, but in any case
I :it wouldn’t happen.
1 agree that in the current situation,
working class unity is not possible.
However, the idea that you will only get
it after a united Ireland is simply nonsen-
. -sical. You will not get a united Ireland
unless you find some way of uniting the
Irish people; you will most likely get a
repartitioned Ireland as a result of the
Provo war. So it’s a vicious circle.

You won’t get a united Ireland by~
" Catholic conquest of the Protestants.:
The Catholic half-million in the north
could not conceivably conquer the Pro-
testant million. It’s

federalism. On that basis you could at
least talk to some of the Protestants.
You could create small groups of united
workers on that democratic basis.

In reality that’s one of our differences
with Sinn Fein. We would accept !hal
the Protestants are a legitimate
minority. They are not just a pohnml
minority that can be said to be pro-
imperialist or ‘unionist’ — though they
are unionists. I’m not too sure of the
precise definition though I wouldn’t
balk too much at calling them a national
minorif

lreland’s problem is that there’s a na-
tional minority, but instead of that
minority relating rationally and
democratically to the Irish majority, the
whole thing was snarled up by the in-
tervention of the British ruling class in
the artificial form of an artificial parti-
tion — which created a bigger Catholic
minority than the Protestants would
have been in the whole of Ireland.
got to look at that ratlonally.
as mlahsts, and also as
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some notion of federalism, recognising
that there had to be an attempt to ac-
commodate the Protestant minority.

It was very late in the story. History
might have gone differently if that pro-
posal had been part of the ongmal
Home Rule Bill of the 1880s. It wasn’t.
1921 was very late in the affair, and
there have never been many Protestant
takers for the idea as far as I know.

But the point is to have a basic

that will allow

One of the problems with Sinn Fein is
that to a considerable extent it’s come to
reflect the northern Catholic minority
and to a serious extent to break with

that

the Catholic population in the South

would mobilise to try to do it. It’s just
not possible.

Out of that we derive the notion of

‘ combining our propaganda for a

socialist Ireland and for British

* withdrawal with some sort of democratic

solution — a democratic version of

Socialist Organiser stands for
workers’ liberty East and West. We
aim to help organise the left wing in
the Labour Party and trade unions to
fight to replace capitalism with
working class socialism.

We want public ownership of the
major enterprises and a planned
economy under workers’ control. We
want democracy much fuller than the
present Westminster system — a
workers’ democracy, with elected

Subscribe!

aspects of

workers to talk to workers and allow
socialists from either community to
assure people from the other community
that they respect their identity and do
not glropose any form of sectarian or na-
tion:

for example in its of
federalism, which it advocated for a
decade.

Federalism isn’t something SO has
just thought up. As long ago as 1921 the
political leader of the Republicans who
were soon to be in arms against the Free
State government, De Valera, adopted

representatives recallable at any
time, and an end to bureaucrats’ and
managers’ privil

Socialism can never be built in one
country alone. The workers in every
country have more in common with
workers in other countries than with
their own capitalist or Stalinist rulers.
We support national liberation
struggles and workers’ struggles
worldwide, including the struggle of
workers and oppressed nationalities in

1don’t think that just because we’re in
Britain we can accept a self-denying or-
dinance that we have no right to do or
say anything but simply reflect
stralghtforward Provo Irish na-
ism. I think it’s far too complex

for that.

Socialist Organiser

the Stalinist states against their own
anti-socialist bureaucracies.

We stand:

For full equality for women, and
social provision to free women from
the burden ework. For a mass
working class-based women’s
movement.

Against racism, and against
deportations and all immigration
controls.

For equality for lesbians and gays.

For a united and free Ireland, with
some federal system to protect
rights of the Protestant minority.

For left unity in action; clarity in
debate and discussion.

For a labour movement accessible
to the most oppressed, accountable to
its rank and file, and militant against
capitalism.

We want Labour Party and trade
union members who support our basic
ideas to become supporters of the
paper — to take a bundle of papers to
sell each week and pay a small
‘contribution to help meet the paper’s
deficit. Our policy is democratically
controlled by our supporters through
Annual General Meetings and an
elected National Editorial Board.
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Daisy Mules

hat hasn’t really been touched
on is why Britain wants to stay
in Ireland. It is an economic
reason, which no-one has touched upon.
Seamus Mallon and Fitzgerald, when
the Anglo-Irish Agree:
actually touched on it. Mallon indicated
that he would be willing to negotiate an
end to Free State neutrality if he felt that
would end the Northern Irish political
deadlock. So Britain is there for
strategic reasons tied up with NATO.
If they think they can ‘bargain with the
26 Counties for an end to their neutrali-
ty, they’ll do so. There’s already been
moves towards that; Fitzgerald is
already talking about it.
‘When I said Britain wouldn’t allow 2
civil war, I meant at present, within the
partitionist _state. If the troops are
removed, some people say there would
be a civil war. We would like to believe
— and maybe it is an illusory belief,
but we’ll have to wait and see — that if
the troops are withdrawn, Britain
declares its intention to withdraw,
withdraws its military presence and
hopefully eventually its economic
this will force the Protestant
working class to open dialogue with
Republicans. That is our belief.

that’s what we would want. Some of us
try it through trade union work, where
we’'re meeting Protestant working class
people. But most of the unions have
clauses in their constitutions disallowing
any discussion of political matters — by
which they mean things to do with
Ireland; they don’t mean talking about
the war in South Africa or Nicaragua.
They simply mean talking about the war
in Northern Ireland.

Until the ICTU removes that constitu-
tional bar on discussing politics, there
will be no discussion. But in unions an

trades councils where we can discuss, we
do raise these issues.

‘ederalism. When Sinn Fein did have
a policy of federalism, it certainly didn’t
encourge unionists to talk to us, or en-
courage the Protestant working class to
do so. 1 don’t think federalism would
create more discussion.

Sinn Fein dropped it because we saw it
as a sop to the Loyalists and we felt it
was weakening our positions. We also
felt strongly that it wouldn’t in the long
run create a socialist Ireland and that’s
what we are trying to do.

Hillsborough

comparison of the Hills-

borough agreement with the

Sunningdale agreement of

1973 reveals both the factors of continuity in

London and Dublin policy, and the shift in
tactics represented by Hillsborough.

At Sunningdale in December 1973, a con-

ives of the British and

The veto gives Pr
whether you like it or not, or you think
that they’re not supreme. They’re not in
the sense that they are unemployed, as
ublicans are, though not to the same
extent. You just have to look at Harland
and Wolff, and Short Brothers, which
employ a total majority of Protestant
working class people. Republicans don’t
have that input into the job scene.

You can see that from the majority of
the trade unions, from the NICICTU
committee in the North, which is totally
controlled by the Protestants. That’s
because they’re in work. Not
employment, but in any case whether
they’re in employment or not, they still
believe they have that supremacy.
‘Whether or not reality says otherwise,
they still believe that. While they do, and
while their veto enshrines that belief, as
it does, there’s no way they will talk to
Sinn Fein or Republicans. They won’t
even talk with the SDLP.

To suggest that this is what we should
be doing is cuckooland stuff. Come over
to Ireland and try it for yourselves. It’s
not going to happen.

I’m not saying that flippantly. Ideally
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ce o
Irish governments, the SDLP, and the pro-
power.sharing Unjonists of Brian Faulkner,

power-sharing
governments, and there would be a ‘Council
of Ireland’ to link the Six and 26 Couanties.
Both London and Dublin made declarations
about their own basic positions and commit-
ted themselves to respect the traditions and
interests of the other side.

According to the ‘Sunningdale Communi-
que’ of 9 December 1973, 26 Counties
Taoiseach Liam Cosgrave ‘‘continued to
uphold the aspiration towards a United
Ireland. The only unity they wanted to see
was a unity established by consent.””

The formal text put the 26 Counties’ posi-
tion like this: ‘“The Irish fully

ac-

1974 before the Council of Ireland could
come into existence-

The Council of Ireland planned at Sunn-
ingdale was to have been a substantial affair,
approximating to a confereace of Northern
and Southern Ireland.

““[The] Council of Ireland would be con-
fined to representatives of the two parts of
Ireland, with appropriate safeguards for the
British government’s financial and other in-
terests. It would comprise a council of
ministers with executive and harmonising
functions and a consultative role and a con-
sultative assembly with advisory and review
functions. The council of ministers would act

‘unanimity, and would comprise a core of
seven members of the Irish government and
an equal number of members of the Northern
Ireland executive, with provision for the par-
ticipation of other non-voting members of

e Irish government and the Northern
Ireland executive or administration when
matters within their departmental com-
petence were discussed.

““The council of ministers would control the
functions of the council. The chairmanship
would rotate on_an agreed basis between

i and

cepted and solemnly declared that there could
be no change in the status of Northern
Ireland until a majority of the people of Nor-
thern Ireland desired a change in that
status.”

For its part the British goverment commit-
ted itself to a united Ireland if a majority in
the Six Counties wanted it. “The British
government solemnly declared that it was,
and would remain, its policy to support the
ishes of the majority of the people of Nor-
thern Ireland. The present status of Northern
Ireland is that is is part of the United
Kingdom. If in the future, the majority of the
people of Northern Ireland should indicate a
Fish to become part of a United Ireland, the
British government would support that
wish.””

‘A referendum had been held in March
1973. With most Catholics abstaining, only
6,463 electors voted for a united Ireland out-
side the UK, while 591,820 voted for Nor-
thern Ireland to remain part of the UK.

Sunningdale t00 was to have led to a ““for-
mal agreement incorporating the declaration
of the British and Irish governments [which]
would be...registered at the UN", but it was
Killed off by the Orange general strike of May

of the Irish G
of the Northern Ireland executive.
““The consultative asserbly would consist
of 60 members, 30 members from Dail
Bireann chosen by the Dail on the basis of
proportional representation by the single
fransferable vote; and 30 members from the
Northern Ireland assembly, chosen by that
assembly and also on that basis. There would
be a secretariat to the council, which would
be kept as small as might be commensurate
with effi ciency in the operation of the coun-
cil.

“The secretariat would service the institu-
tions of the council and would, under the
council of ministers, supervise the carrying
out of the executive and harmonising func-
tions and the consultative role of the council.
The secretariat would be headed by a
secretary general.

“‘Following the appointment of a Northern
Ireland executive, the Irish government and
the Northern Ireland executive would
nominate their representatives to a council of
ministers. The council of ministers would
then appoint a secretary general and decide
upon the location of its permanent head-.
quarters. The secretary general would be




directed to proceed with the drawing up of
plans for such headquarters...

““In the context of its harmonising func-
tions and consultative role, the Council of
Ireland would undertake the important work
relating, for instance, to the impact of EEC
membership.”” (Britain and Ireland joined the
EEC on 1 January 1973).

What role would Britain have? ‘It would
be for the [Dublin government] and the Nor-
thern Ireland assembly to legislate from time
to time as to the extent of functions to be
devolved to the Council of Ireland. Where
necessary, the government  will
cooperate in this devolution of functions...”"

The Council of Ireland never came into be-
ing because the majority vote at Stormont in

May 1974 by of the p h:

might have had certain functions devolved to
it; the intergovernmental conference has all
the power in Northern Ireland that Britain
has and it is a government in Belfast which
might have certain powers devolved to it.
Sunningdale looked fto an all-Ireland
framework and was scuttled by the Unionist
refusal to work it; Hillsborough depends on a
British/Irish framework. Sunningdale pro-
vided for the setting up of a Parliamentary
tier of deputies delegated from Dublin and
Belfast; Hillsborough provides for a
parliamentary tier made up of Dail deputies
and Westminster MPs.

1f the Unionists can be persuaded to share
power with the SDLP, much of the power be-
ing shared by Dublin will devolve to a Belfast

executive o activate the Council of Ireland
part of the agreement triggered a Protestant
general strike which wrecked the whole agree-

ment.

Sunningdale was -designed to build up-
wards from ground-level Nationalist-
Unionist agreement in Belfast towards a
Council of Ireland; Hillsborough aims to get
a government acceptable to com-
munities going again i Belfast, but it does
not wait for it. Sunningdale depended on
agreement between two Irish governments;
Hillsborough depends on agreement between
Dublin and London. The Council of Ireland
was a rather tentative framework which

Is an independent

home rule But that may not
happen, or not for a long time yet.

The essential feature of the Anglo-Irish
deal, compared with the approach tried at
Sunningdale and embodied in the power-
sharing_executive of January-May 1974, is
that it does not depend on agreement between
the Northern Ireland communities, nor on
any agreement between a representative
elected body in Northern Ireland and the
Dublin government. The big two in Dublin
and London have dealt directly with each
other, acting ‘in loco parentis’ for the two
Northern Ireland communities. In a sense
they have repartitioned Northern Ireland,
recognising each other’s spheres of com-

Northern Ireiand

the House of Commons debate that

the logical end of the road down
which the Unionists’ refusal to accept
Parliament’s endorsement of the
Hillsborough agreement propels them
ends in a Unilateral Declaration of In-
dependence — or anyway some form of
an independent Northern Ireland.

The present Six Counties entity would
split apart if it were ‘independent’. An
independent Protestant state of north-
east Ulster could not come into existence
without repartition, either repartition
supervised from above by Britain and
the 26 Counties, or repartition by way of
civil war. Any unilateral declaration of
independence by a provisional govern-
ment in Belfast would — if they could
make it good against the British govern-
ment and its army — inevitably involve
repartition by civil war.

Just as there are Provisional
IRA/Sinn Fein supporters of a unitary
32 Counties state who know it could on-
ly be achieved by way of bloody sub-
jugation of the Protestants, so there are
supporters of an ‘independent Ulster’
who would accept that it could only lie
at the other side of bloody civil war and
repartition. They would pay that price
— if...if a Protestant state of north-east

ically viabl

l ohn Hume and others warned in

social . level. Economically Northern
Ireland is massively dependent on Bri-
tain — so much so that many Southern
politicians now believe that the 26 Coun-
ties cannot afford unity with such an
economically weak and feeble Northern
Ireland. There has been a_dramatic
reversal in the relative economic position
of the Six and the 26 Counties. The facts
and figures speak for themselves.

In 1911 the contrast was between the
industrialised north-east and the
underdeveloped, mostly rural, South.
Ulster had 48% of all Ireland’s in-
dustrial workers and Belfast alone, 21%.
Only 14% of the workforce in the 26
Counties was in industry or commerce.

By 1961 40% of the 26 Counties
workforce was in industry and com-
merce, and 25% in industry alone. The
South had become a predominantly ur-
ban, industrial economy. Since the 1960s
manufacturing for export has increased
sharply in the South. The 26 Counties
are now more industrial than the Six
Counties: 29% of civilian employment
in the South is in industry, as against
27% in the North. And the South’s in-
dustries are generally more advanced.

A full 40% of manufacturing jobs
have gone from Northern Ireland since
1970. Unemployment is now 22%. Since

Ulster could be le.
The fact is that it would not be viable
at anything like its present economic an

F had more jobs to start with
they have been worse hit, but still
unemployment is twice as high for
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munal — which is also territorial — in-
fluence.

Power-sharing has now come to mean
power-sharing between Dublin and London
because it has been shown to be impossible
between the communities in Belfast. If it is
eventually paralleled by power-sharing ‘on
the ground’, well and good. But it does not
need to be, for now. The deal does not de-
pend on it, It will not collapse without it.
Anglo-Irish power-sharing can survive
without Protestant-Catholic power-sharing.
It is by no means to be taken for granted that
a common British/26 Counties approach will
collapse even if the Protestants do make Nor-
thern Ireland ‘ungovernable’ for a while.

possible?

Catholics as for Protestants. 25 years
ago living standards in the South were
on average scarcely half those in the
North; now EEC figures reckon the pur-
chasing power of income per head in the
South at only 2% less than the North.

Take what has happened to Derry and
Carrickfergus. Carrickfergus is a town
of 30,000 people, mostly Protestant, not
far from Belfast. In the past it has been
one of the islands in the Protestant ar-
chipelago of industry and comparative
prosperity within the long-depressed
economy of Northern Ireland. But it has
been devastated by the slump. The syn-
thetic fibre plants owned by Courtaulds
and ICI have been closed, wiping out
5,000 jobs.

In parts of Derry unemployment
among heads of households is 70%.
Derry’s shirt factories for long employed
women and girls, producing a substan-
tial role reversal because there were
many more men than women
unemployed and the men looked after
the house and children. Now even the
shirt factories have closed. Courtaulds
abandoned Derry in 1981, wiping out
over 1,000 jobs.

Over half the population of Northern
Ireland is directly dependent on_the
British state for its income, either
because they live on social security or
because they work for the government.
(25,000 of the new jobs created in the Six
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Counties since 1970 are in the police and
military: this is a large factor in the
maintenance of the Catholic-Protestant
unemployment differential). Northern
Ireland receives a net subsidy from Bri-
tain of about £1.5 billion a year — a
quarter of Northern Ireland’s total in-
come. Without this subsidy Northern
Ireland living standards would plummet.
And the position from which Nor-
thern Ireland would plummet is that of
the area with the worst poverty in
the EEC, except only Calabria in
southern Italy. About a third of
households in Northern Ireland have a
weekly income of less than £75.

After a civil war in which there would
be forced population movements, com-
munal slaughter, and the hwmg-off of
some Catholic areas to the Republic,
there would almost certainly a
Protestant-controlled area in north-east
Ulster in which an independent Orange
stale would be viable polmca]ly,

turally and in ving a common
agreed national identity. But unless it
could keep British subsidies, or find
altemauve subsidies, it would have
socially and economically
below the worst level in Europe. Accor-
dmg to economist Norman Gibson,
writing in ‘Fortnight’ magazine, living
standards would be cut by 25 to 50 per
cent.

Those are the hard economic facts
that inhibit the growth of support for in-
dependence among the Six Counties’
Unionists, alienated though they now
are from Westminster.

Dates and
events

The 1960s: the South reopens its
economy to the world market; Britain
moves unﬂously towards reforming
the North.

1959 New foreign investment law in
South gives big subsidies to investors.
Start of an influx of foreign capital.
1965 January: Northern and Southern
prime ministers meet. December Anglo-
Irish Free Trade Agreenx

1967 Northern lreland ClVll Rights
Association formed.

1968-72: The Catholic revolt explodes:
ﬂw Nonlnrn Ireland state breaks

I%B October: Civil rights march in
Derry banned and attacked by police.

1969 Constant conflict between police
and Catholics. Battle of the Bogside to
keep the police out of the Catholic areas
of Derry. Catholics burned out of their
homes in Belfast. August: British Army
takes control of the streets.

October: Catholics in Belfast and

December 1969-January
Republican movement _splits
Official and Provisional wings.
1970 July: Army curfew and house-to-
house search in Catholic Lower Falls
area of Belfast. August:
Democratic and Labour Party formed.
1971 August: Internment without trial
intre Catholics and radi
arrested. Big increase follows in Catholic
alienation and armed activity by both
Provisional and Official IRAs.
September: Ulster Defence Association
— a mass-based Protestant paramilitary
group — formed.

1972 January: Bloody Sunday. 14
marchers on a peaceful Republican
demonstration in Derry shot and killed
by British Army. Barricades go up in
Catholic areas of Derry and Belfast.
March: Northern Ireland’s home-rule
parliament abolished. 200,000 Protes-
tant workers strike in protest. Previously
monolithic Unionist Party breaks up
over the following year.

into

1972-6: Britain seeks a solution
through reform but is beaten back by
Protestant militancy

1972 May: Official IRA ceasefire
(which proves permanent). June: tem-
porary Provisional IRA ceasefire. July:
secret talks between Provisionals and
British govemment Late July: ‘Bloody
Friday’ — nine killed by Provisional
IRA bombs in centre of Belfast. Opera-
tion Motorman: army takes down
Catholic barricades in Derry and

ast.

1973 December: Agreement drawn up
by London and Dublin governments and
Northern Ireland moderates at Sunn-
ingdale for power-sharing in Northern
Ireland and a ‘Council of Ireland’.

1974 January: Power-sharing ex-
ecutive set up. February: Big victory for
anti-power-sharing Unionists in

election

Social”

“Northern Ireland.

and ‘sweat out’ the Catholic revolt.

1976 March: ‘Political status’
withdrawn for Repuhl.icm prisoners (it
was introduced in 1972). In protest,
prisoners refuse to wear prison uniform
and wear blankets instead. ‘Ulsterisa-
tion” policy: local forces strengthened,

strike for greater ‘security’ but it fails.
British government found guilty of in-
human and degrading treatment of
prisoners by European Commission for

Prisoners refuse to have cells
cleaned in ‘dirty protest’ against removal
of political status.

1979 Paisley tops the poll in Euro-
election, and four Palsleylle (DUP) MPs
elected to Westminster.

1980 October H-Block prisoners go
on hunger strike for political status.
Strike called off at Christmas on basis of
expected concessions.

1981 March: Second hunger strike
begins, led by Bobby Sands. April:
Sands is elected MP for Fermanagh and
South Tyrone. His agent, Owen Carron,
is elected after Sands’ deav.h in May. Ten
pn(s;);ng die before hunger strike ends
in

1982 Sinn Fein successes in local elec-
tions. SDLP proposes ‘Council for a
New Ireland’ with Southern Irish par-
ties.

1983-9: Sinn Fein consolidates its
‘political’ turn, and London and Dublin
seek a new solution through reform
from above.

1983 Gerry Adams elected as MP for

West Belfast. SDLP attends the first
meeting of the New Ireland Forum with
Southern parties. In the South, abortion
is made constitutionally illegal after a
referendum.
1984 May: New Ireland Forum pro-
duces a report with three options — a
umtary Irish state, a federal Ireland and
‘joint (London-Dublin) authority’ over
Forum report is sup-
ported by US and British Labour Party,
but Thatcher replies ‘out, out, out’ to
the three options.

November: Anglo~lm

985 Anglo-Irish talks pmceed

ecutive. May: General strike by Ulster
Workers’ Council brings down Ex-
ecutive.

November: Over 20 killed by bombs
in pubs in Birmingham. Provisionals

condemn the bombing but say it was
probably done by Provisional IRA
volunteers. British government rushes

"lEI.Au..
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through P of Terrorism Act.

1975 February to autumn: truce bet-
ween Provisionals and British Army.
May: New British initiative — Constitu-
tional Convention, supposed to design a
new form of power-sharing. Dominated
by Loyalists who will settle for nothing
less than restored Protestant majority

e.
1976 Convention shut down by British
government.

1976-82: Britain tries to hold the ring

the year. Orange marches
through Catholic area in Portadown are
re-routed. November: Anglo-Irish Ac-
cord signed.

1986  January: 13 Westminster by-
elections due to Unionist resignations in
protest at the Accord; Unionists lose one
seat to SDLP. March: One-day Protes-
tant general strike against Accord.
Violent clashes between RUC and Pro-
testants.

Over the summer: further clashes bet-

ween RUC and Protestants when
Orange marches are re-routed. Hun-
dreds of Catholics forced to move house
because of sectarian attacks.
1987-9 Protestant  activity against
Anglo-Irish deal subsides, but Pro-
testants still refuse to cooperate with the
deal. Few reforms result from the deal,
and Northern Catholics’ support for it
wanes; but the deal remains in place.
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ocialists in Britain frequently

talk as if the Protestants of

Northern Ireland simply do not
exist. The classic example is Socialist
Action’s headline reporting Sinn Fein’s
electoral success in 1983, which an-
nounced that they had got ““42 per cent
of the vote”. In fact it was 42% of the
Catholic vote, the whole of which is
about a third of the Northern Ireland
electorate. This headline was not an ac-
cidental slip, but typical of a whole ap-
proach.

In fact the Protestants have been cen-
tral to the Northern Ireland crisis. It was
the Protestant backlash against Britain’s
policy of reforming Northern Ireland in
the *60s which generated the Provisional
IRA; it was the Protestant general
strike, not the Provisional IRA cam-
paign, which wrecked the power-sharing
experiment in 1974. It is important,
therefore, that the Left is clear about the
Protestant/Catholic conflict in Nor-
thern Ireland.

The Protestant community in Nor-
thern Ireland is a distinct community
with its own history, culture and
psychology. If it existed in its own
distinct territory it would have all the
features Marxists recognise as making
up a nation. It does not have a distinct
territory — there is a major Catholic
community even within the Protestant
heartlands. Therefore it is not a fully
formed nation.

any case, because the Protestant
and Catholic communities in the North
of Ireland are so intertwined, there can
be no question of full ‘Protestant self-
determination’. Our slogan for Ireland is
self-determination for the people of
Ireland as a whole. But within that we
need a democratic policy for the ques-
tion of the Protestant minority.

The tragedy of Irish society, and
specifically of the Irish working class,
lies in this: that the divisions among Irish
workers stand as an impenetrable barrier
to socialism and a socialist revolution
which would bypass those divisions;
while at the same time the decayed state
of capitalism in Ireland, and the
decrepitude and feebleness of the divid-
ed Irish bourgeoisie, has so far ruled out
a democratic rearrangement of relations

20 Years
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to develop.

Bolsheviks

here can be no socialist revolu-

tion in Ireland without the unity

of large sections of the Catholic
and Protestant workers. There can be no
democratic solution in Ireland — that is,
no solution offering the best, clearest
conditions for the free development of
the class struggle — without democratic
relations between the majority
(Catholic) and minority (Protestant)
community. Socialists should therefore
support the maximum democratic
rights for the Protestant minority com-
patible with the rights of the majority.

As a general principle, Marxists
favour regional or provincial autonomy
for markedly distinct areas within a
state, together with the most decentralis-

possible local government. The
Bolsheviks put it like this:

“In so far as national peace is in any
way possible in a capitalist society based
on__exploitation, profit-making and
strife, it is attainable only under a con-
sistently and thoroughly demacraiic

0 1

constitution of which contains a Sun-
damental law that prohibits “any
privileges whatsoever to any one nation
and any encroachment whatsoever upon
the rights of a national minority.

““This particularly calls Jor wide
regional autonomy and.  fully-democratic
local government, with the boundaries
of the self-governing and autonomous
regions determined by the local in-
habitants themselves on_the basis of
their economic and social conditio ,
national make-up of the Ppopulation,
etc.”” (1913 Resolution of the Bolshevik
Party Central Committee)

Within Ireland our slogan for the Pro-
testant community must be: autonomy
and local self-government of that com-
munity’s own affairs to the furthest ex-
tent compatible with the democratic
rilghts of the majority of the Irish peo-
e.

Such a proposal for a united, indepen-
dent Ireland, and within it a measure of
self-government for regions, and within
those regions maximum local autonomy
for towns, districts, etc., can offer both
majority and minority the maximum of
democratic guarantees possible without
infringing the rights of the other com-
munity. The Catholic majority of
Ireland would have the rights of a ma-
St K jority within all-Ireland politics.
working class unity  Catholic minorities in mainly Protestant
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Orangeists burn effigy of Thatcher

between the two communities of Ireland
(within the Six Counties and between the
North-East and the rest of Ireland)
which would allow
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regions. would have the
locaf. goveru et :qwn/d:smm
autonomy, “th
tees (couns, bills of rights, appeal .
procedures, inspectorates, penalties
against sectarian practices) of the federal
government. Likewise Protestant
minorities in mainly-Catholic_regions.-
The concentrated Protestant minority-in
the North-East would have the
safeguard of regional institutions. So far
as formal democratic constitutional pro-
visions can ever antee anything, this
proposal would protect the rights of
both Catholic majority and Protestant
minority, while allowing neither to op-
press the other.

‘The precise details of such an arrange-
ment will be worked out by those who
will live within such structures. A federa-
tion of two regions — the four heavily-
Protestant counties and the other 28 —
with local autonomy within each reg!on.
eg. for the: Belfast Catholics, is one.
possibility. The parts of the federation
would have roughly the same relation to
each .other and to the federal (all-
Ireland). government as the states in the
USA have to each other and to the US
federal government.

Short of military conquest or driving
out the Protestants,  there is no other
conceivable form of united Ireland than
one that allows such autonomy.

Bourgeois _green nationalism and its
petly~bourgco;s spin-offs - can never
unite: .the .people. The sectarian
Catholic nature of the Southern state
has reinforced partition and ‘the com-
munal: divisions. Indeed: it is by no
means. certain that a socialist Ireland
could: dispense, with such federal ar-
rangements. The divisions are profound
— cuitural, psychological, historical.
eement between Catholic
and Protestant workers to cooperate in
fighting for socialism would not mean

. that. these differences between the sec-

e ¢onstitutional sl?ona;
of

rzvolu!wmrypefspemve £

- would~ be” an’ ‘gppressed
mmomy from. the beginning.- Lenin
5 struggle hagamst (he

‘éonfines us to-a perspective of
reform. Reform' demands within the
*révolutionary programme are weapons
for the mobilisation of the masses, in-
cluding (as’; in this case) the reconcilia-
tion of Zdivisions within the working
class.”

The socialist programme for Ireland is
workers’ revolution. That requires the
unity of the working class North and
South, Protestant and Catholic, and the
building of an all-Ireland revolutionary
party: that can combine the struggle
against- British. imperialism and for the
unity>of Ireland with an all-Ireland
workirig-class . struggle for socialism.
Reforms -and democratic dumnds dre
not counterposed to the workers’ revolu-
tion: “on the contrary, they are an ir-
replaceable part. cf the work of lcadmg
the working class towards.it. « -~ -

Republicanism and

and
nation and'no lolerauon of the striving
for privilege on the part of the oppressed
nation”’, should guide us also on the
relation between communities and
groups within a nation.

In_the event of a working-class up-
surge in the South which could appeal to
the Northern Ireland Protestant workers
on a class basis, the consistently
democratic element in our programme
would in no way limit us or hold us
back. On the contrary, its advocacy by
revolutionary socialists and Republicans
would help prepare the way for a
socialist solution, in so far as it was suc-
cessful in placating Protestant fears of
being. mcorporated as a minority into a
state like the existing green-nationalist,
Catholic-sectarian 26 Counties.

Against ‘self-

determination’ for
the Protestants

figre isa!radieal _difference

Green nm“- betweeh the ‘propésal above, for

rom the point of:¥i regional ,and .local autonomy

9 within_a umnited d, and;’the pro-

Irish Republicanisayaiid working: ;%ln}o a:se] astitionist Nor-

class politics, thi chioice’ “**thern Ireland state, elz‘her iridependent

made about the Northern Ireland Pro- orr ruled by Wmminsur. The ‘right to
festant populuunn is either to accept its of - the

existence and its nght to existence or else
to try to-drive it out or suppress it by
force — to ‘undo the conquest’. As long
as 200.years ago, secular and democratic
Irish Republicanism adopted the former
pohcy, and Wolfe Tone expressed it

hus:
“To. unite the whole people of
Ireland, to nboIlsh rhe memon/ of all

mrnumty does not .make sense. There
is'Mo terrifory naturally suited to the ex-
ercise-of such ‘self-determination’ y
. ‘Protestant state’ would entrap and op-
press a large Catholic minority, as the
Six Counties had” done for over 60
years, Copcretely, now, ‘Protestant self-
determination’ would mean restoration
of Stormont (the Northem Ireland

tions of the Irish people were i
ly eliminated.

. nloeratle ‘OIIIII‘S

he proposal for local autonomy
s a democratic proposal — it is
part of a transitional programme
for Ireland. . “The Fourth Interna-
tional,” wrote Trotsky, ‘‘does not
d:scard the programme of the old
‘minimal’ demands to_the degree to
which these have preserved at least part

past

common_name of Inshmen in place of
the dennmmatians Catholxc, Protestant
and Dissenter...

This is the irreducible basic principle
of secular Irish nationalism and
Repubhcamsm. and , of course, a
basic * principle of Irish socialism.

ything less is inevitably a lapse into
sectionalism, communalism,: ‘Catholic
nationalism’ and revanchism. To try-to
define-away the Protestant . community
with acpolitical tag which dismisses them
as  ‘pro- -imperialists’ is to abandon

of their vital,
it defends the democratic rights and
social-conquests of the workers. But it
carries_on_ this__work _within the

It stands nearer to the
programme of King James’s Dublin
Parliament of 1689, which made
of Protesant

property, than to Wolfe Tone, whose

oft-quoted words (above) marked the

decisive break with that mainly-Catholic
tradition.

Green nationalism can only propose
to replace the present oppussed half-
million Catholic minority in the North
with an oppressed one-million Protes-
tant' minority in a united Ireland. If a
united Ireland bore any resemblance to
the existing 26 County state, then the

in 1972) and/or
repartition. It would not be a democratic
snlutlon, clearing the path for class

¢, but a sectarian solution bitterly
dmsnve for the working class.

o constitutional il-
lusions

the Protestants in the North-East

go on as usual, discriminating
sogially against Catholics. In so far as
such discrimination. is a matter of local
(or,. in a federal Ireland, regional)
govemment patronage, etc., would
outlawed. Formal democratic. constitu-
tional guanmm can never, of course,
guarantee anything if the conflicts of
. real social forces dictate otherwise.
essential purpose of the proposals above
is not as advice to the powers-that-be,
but as part of a socialist programme
around which Irish socialists and
Republicans could assemble a real
united working class force, capable of
bcmg a real material guarantee

all sectarian discrimination.

Federalism could not mean letting
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The left

This means banning those -whose

embodied in_the so-called MacBril
inciples, of igning to

religion allows divorce (P
Jews) from having itbecause the religion
of the majority does not allow it.

Lie No.8: The matter is 3 straight one
of majority rights. The majority wants
ine ce and unity, and that’s it.

Apply that argument to the old United
Kgngdom when Ireland was still part of
it!
majority was heavily against
Home Rule for Ireland. For democrats

jalists that did not exhaust the
question — because the Irish claimed,
and therefore had, a distinct identity,
separate from the ‘majority. They rebell-
ed in the name of an‘identity which they
considered higher than the UK majority.
The  principle of self-determination
meant that the Irish minority in the
had the right to secede.

“The minority within Treland has rights
too. Consistent democrats concern
themselves with minorities and minority
rights as well as ‘majorities. Ireland isa
single entity only in a geographical
sense. Geography is not politics. James
Connolly said it very well: ““Ireland
wit.h‘out her people means nothing to
me”

1t is no sort of progress to free half 2
million Northern Catholics from oppres-
sion by making one million ‘Protestants
into a minority which is, or feels, op-
pressed. The Northern Catholics are
right to fight against oppression. But
doubling the number of ‘those who feel
oppressed is no answer.

‘Lie No.9: The Protestants reject Trish
unity because they want to preserve
economic privilege over the Catholics in
Northern Ireland.

In decades of mass poverty and
unemployment an informal system grew
up in the 6-County state of eserving cer-

jobs for Protestants and
discriminating against Catholics. Fear
that in a United Ireland they would lose
the protection such discrimination gives
them is a big consideration with Protes-
tant workers.

Of course socialists oppose such
discrimination. We advocate a trade

it paign against it. But many

discrimination while _still feeling
themselves different from the rest of the
Irish and without ceasing to fear and re-
ject @ United Ireland. Defence of
privileges is not the only consideration

ide
P p! get US
States and companies to disinvest from
Northern Ireland unless there is full and
immediate equality. Disinvestment will
not_help

Jess than a demand for the immediate ex-
pulsion of large numbers of Protestants
from their jobs and their replacement by
Catholics. That is what it must come

ween the two sections of the working
class in the Six Counties. The resulting
antagonisms within the . factories could
paralyse the working class there for a
generation. ¢

Instead of this ‘economic warfare
against the Protestant working class vic-
tims of Northern Ireland’s wretchedly
inadequate economy, socialists should
demand that the root of job discrimina-
tion 'be cut by a campaign for shorter
work hours and public works to create
more jobs. If a campaign to redivide the
existing jobs can only be poisonously
divisive, 2 campaign to create jobs might
help unite the Six Counties’ working

class.

Lie No.10: Troops out without a
political settlement will lead to a United
Treland.

No it won’t! It will inevitably lead to
sectarian civil war and bloody reparti-
tion. On a number of occasions the Nor-
thern Protestants have shown
themselves willing to fight rather than let

themselves become a minority in a .

d.
Lie No. 11: 1 British troops withdraw
without a political settlement, then the

fight.

Irish Protestants fought all-Ireland
and the densely concen-
trated Northern Protestants finally settl-
ed for a fall-back position: partition.
They allowed the disbanding . of the
B-Specials’ in 1969 — to have them
replaced by the. UDR. They allowed the
abolition of Belfast home rule (in 1972)
—to see it replaced by the direct rule of
the British state, which they regard as
theirs. They fought the 1973 power-
sharing agreement, which included ten-
tative links with Dublin through a Coun-
ql of Ireland, and in May 1974 they
organised a powerful general strike
which defeated the government.

Even today, _dmpitz the Anglo-Irish

for P workers in opp a
United Ireland, or even the main one.
Preservation of their own felt identity
and tradition, and refusal to submit to a
majority they consider alien, are central.

Socialists should reject the approach
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which they detest, the Pro-
testants still think that the British state is
their state. Threaten to put them as a
permanent minority in an all-Ireland
Catholic-controlled state and they will
certainly resist, guns in hand. Northern
Ireland has the most heavily-armed
civilian population in Britain, and pro-
bably in Europe.
Lie No.12: ~Any Protestant state in
Ireland would be artificial and unstable.
The present Six Counties is an ar-
tificially carved-out entity. Its borders
were drawn to engineer a Protestant ma-
jority in an artifically large area. It hasa
Catholic majority in large areas outside
the Protestant heartlands of Antrim and
Down. British™ governments have im-

plicitly recognised that ‘Northern Ireland
is not a tenable or viable political unit by
imposing direct rule almost continuously
since 1972; local self-government wo

figment of British policy. ‘When the par-
tition of Ireland was being discussed,
one option was an area of four counties.
The proportion. of Protestants - would
have been much bigger, and the Catholic
minority much smaller.

Today such a smaller Protestant state
is still possible. It is what ‘would emerge
from a civil war between the Catholic
and Protestant Irish.

After a sectarian civil war the Protes-
tant area would be smaler, but it would
exist. de Valera and other
Republicans long ago abjured the idea
of trying to unite Ireland by force,
because they recognised that it could not
work. It would result not in the removal
of the Border, but in shifting it north
and east — and making it permanent.

'Lie No.13: I there is a civil war it will
be a small, controllable one.

‘And what if it is not small and not
controllable? Who would control it —
British troops, UN troops, 26 County
troops — or a combination of all three?
In fact it would be small and con-
trollable only if there was no serious
threat to subjugate the Northern Irish

‘majority.
“Lie No. 14: The Catholics would win a

civil war.

‘Would they? And is it desirable from
either a Wolfe Tone Republican or a
Socialist point of view that the Catholic,
Protestant conflict should be ‘resolved’
in this way? What would the resultant
Ireland look like after the conquest of
Ireland’s Protestant-Unionists by the
Catholic majority? Why should
think that

all — if the resources of all Catholic
Ireland were mobilised and concentrated
on the task. That would be no small,
quick civil war! The idea that the
Catholics would win is the idea that all-
Catholic Ireland would mobilise to sub-
jugate, the Protestants. The idea is ab-
Surd. In fact, Catholic Ireland would not
‘mobilise — it has given scant support to
the revolt of the Catholics in the Six
Counties over the last 20 years.

Lie No.15: Civil war can be avoided
or minimised by British troops disarm-
ing the Ulster Defence nt and the
Ulster Defence Association before they
leave.

Such disarming would pitch the
British Army into full-scale war with the
Protestants. It would mean vastly more
British troops, and for an_indefinite
period ahead. It would be 1798 again!
The British withdrawal would be very
slow-and bloody, if it ever came at all.

Lie no. 16: What matters most of all is
to see the British government defeated.
Defeat in Ireland will shatter, or very




seriously weaken and destabilise, the
British government.

Britain has liquidated the greatest em-
pire in history with few domestic convul-
sions. It withdrew precipitately from In-
dia, Palestine and Aden without
domestic crisis.

But it can’t survive defeat in Ireland?
Ireland will be the last straw that breaks
the camel’s back? The idea is stupid
beyond belief!

Britain would gain from a withdrawal
from Ireland as long as that withdrawal
led smoothly to a united Ireland and not
an Irish civil war which could well
spread to parts of b

The idea that the defeat of the British
government matters more than anything
that happens in Ireland is also British
parochial nationalism of the most
shameful and irresponsible sort. The na-
tionalism is back to front, inside-out,
negative, but the indifference to Ireland
brands it plainly for what it is.

Lie No.17:
Ireland, therefore the British left has no
right even to discuss Ireland.

A million Irish people insist that they
are British. Therefore, the “principle’
does not hold. In any case, Britain is in
Ireland. For the left to deny itself the
right to freely discuss the possibilities,
will not change that. And the argument
is a fake, because it is used to favour
Sinn Fein’s minority Catholic Irish na-
tionalism against other equally Irish —
and even equally Republican — alter-
natives — alternxﬁv;s 'r‘ep;mnling tlhe
very big majority of the Irish people.
Standing open-mouthed, lighted candle
in hand, before the altars of Irish
Catholic nationalism, the left simply ex-
cludes itself from rational discussion.

Lie No.18: Sinn Fein is not only a
mublh-, but also a socialist organisa-

There is a current of political activists
in Sinn Fein who would be at home in,
say, Socialist Action or Briefing in Bri-
tain. They sometimes talk to the British
left. But they are not the bedrock Sinn
Fein. Look at how quickly Sinn Fein
dropped its commitment to a woman’s
right to choose to have an abortion
(adopted against the will of the leader-
ship at the end of the Ard Fheis in 1985
when many delegates had left; thrown
out at the Ard ﬁms in 1986).

Sinn Fein’s ‘socialism’ is for export
now and the future, maybe, where

d itself is concerned. Right now it
is concerned with ‘the national struggle’.
ause Sinn Fein is drawn exclusively
from the Catholic community, and does
Dot even try to reach out to Protestants,
it is not a Republican organisation in
Wolfe Tone’s sense. Tone aspired to
unite Protestant, Catholic and Dissenter
under the common name of Irish. Any
lesser objective is not Republicanism
but communalism of one camp or the
other.

Lie No.19: Socialism is the answer.

The answer to what? Yes, socialism is
the only answer to the chaos and cruelty
of capitalism, which underlies the ten-
sions in Ireland — but only the working
class can make socialism,and the Irish

working  class cannot miake socialism
while it remains grievously divided by
the national/communal conflict.
ialists need answers to that conflict,
and collective ownership of the means of
production is not in itself an answer.
Even if the working class could take
power despite its crippling divisions,
once in power it would still need a policy
for dealing with the divisions in the Irish
people. Such a policy could only be that
of the 1917 Bolsheviks for dealing with
national and communal divisions: con-
sistent democracy, the fullest possible
freedoms, limited only by conflicting
claims, for peoples and fragments of
peoples to join or leave existing states,
or to set up states of their own. In
Ireland now that could only be some
form of autonomy for the mainly Pro-
testant areas in a federal united Ireland,
which would probably have to establish
closer links with the British state which
the Protestants still identify with.
There are many other ideological lies
the left tells itself, but these are the main
onu.nenunhmtlhelen’spolky
on Ireland has no grip on reality.
The first thing British socialists must
lo is understand the Irish-British ques-
tion. We must stop telling ourselves
ideological lies, and look at reality
squarely. Otherwise we will never change
it,

The Bill for withdrawal which Tony
Benn put to Parliament recently is
modelled on the Bill for wi

The left :
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the single slogan ‘Troops Out’. “Troops
Out’ is only one part of a settlement. On
its own, without the rest of the settle-
ment, it would bring disaster.

It would achieve none of the desirable
things its sociali i

g
worse than exists in Ireland now. After
sectarian civil war would come reparti-
tion and great bitterness between the two
resulting Irish states, within which the
forces of reaction and religious bigotry
would surely have been much
strengthened.

The only way out is through the crea-
tion of a free United Ireland, within
which the Protestant-majority areas
would have regional autonomy. Ties of
some confederal sort between that
United Ireland and Britain would give
further guarantees to the Protestants
that this solution aimed to do away with
the oppression of the Northern
Calh&ﬂakym not to replace it by mak-

from Palestine. It would be worth the
British left’s while to reflect on what
that Bill led to ‘on the ground’ in
Palestine. When the British state ab-
dicated in Palestine, Jews and Arabs set
about making war on each other, vying
to control roads, hills and towns. A
similar thing would happen in Ireland.
Nothing is more certain.

‘We must stop making a fetish out of

ing e a new
minority.

The programme of a federal United
Ireland is not a magic solution to be
presented to Westminster and Dublin —
but it is the only solid political base on
which ' a united Catholic-Protestant
workers” movement can be built and can
give answers to the national and com-
munal conflicts which- are torturing
Ireland. ]

Workers'’

includes: The
essential Max
Shachtman, Pest-
Fordism, Revolt in
Eastern Europe and
much, much more.
Available for £1.50
+ 30 pence p&p from
PO Box 823, London
SEIS 4NA

Werkers’ ireland 29



ﬁore Loyalist

Geoff Bell wrote this

polomlc:almtdn-rﬂde

‘Lies the left tells itself’.
here is nothing wrong in re-

assessing Marxist P
butvhuethilhulcdSociﬂis(
ufuumispn‘mlllrexn-
ciseiswnwudistothzothcrsideof
the dividc.'rhixis,illumndinan
‘article by Sean Matgamna.
This is entitled ‘Ireland: lies the left

tells itself’. A more fitting headline
would have *Ireland: examples of

been
the lies the right tells itself’. For what
hudnow?sqedm@uﬂrayg
a impressionistic analysis is
m% stands four square Wwith
the opinions of the British ruling class.
old that there would bea

dosowp.-remlyis
beeaueoh.he‘poweronheonnceis's
on ound’, and it is this

Catholics.

Not only do we have a series of views
which suggests the role of the British ar-
myist.okecptwosdsofmd lies
apart, we have an additional reactic
bonus. This is that Protestants in the
nunhoflrdnndareguiterighkwmﬁst
any attempt to submit
of the Irish majority because they are
British, have always considered
themselves they are f

tionalism’ which is alien to them and
their ‘traditions’. These politics of Sinn
Fein are also

'Scot
Irish’ or “Ulstermen” (sic). Even today
the majority of orthern Irish Pro-
mmsreject!heview'.haltheBriﬁsh
parliament has the right to tell them
whnwdo.Thcya!sotoywiLhud-
vocating an independent Ulster (the
UDA)mU‘lstul:saBriﬁshdominionin
is .

Fein republicanism is different from that
of Wolfe Tone is ant ‘historical illiteracy.
Sad to say, but in fact the examples of
anti-Protestant | sectarianism in_Wolfe

has often had a rather right wing and
chdkdd:m't,bulsinnl’eininword

alists

Irish
tionalists they are most likely to be
fonndintheSDLPinﬂlznonhmm-
na Fail in the south.

 The attempt to justify the of
Bgiﬁshuooplinthcncnho Jreland by
raising the spectre of the Protestant

Anglo-Irish j exam-
ple of the limited capability of the ‘Pro-
testant backlash’.

In seeking to minimise British respon-
sibility for the situation in Ireland, in
mﬁaﬁu that, for the good of the
Tri ,Briﬁshuoopsmus!suy,inpain-
ting the ists’ more ‘British’ than
they paint themselves, Socialist
Organiser ends up ling for exten-
sion of both Loyalist ‘rights’ and the
British presence.

The advocacy is for Protestant self-
mk—inothuwords,amtdetdnwn

ian headcount. This

d Britain’.
lnmh:twords,ﬂﬁtsinmthe;omhof
Ireland. Wave the Union Jack and pass
the ammunition.

Marxism or €atholie

chauvinism?

from the it P
Wolfe Tone which, contrary to Sinn

'.!l-A..g
The
Socialis¢
AIIS'Qr ;

John O y replied.

1f it was worth - Geoff Bell’s
whihtorespondto‘nymidn.thm
t doing properly —
spemlly.patnpl,ﬁvmthnhgmdl
are an_lrish “Protestant’ and an Irish
“Catholic’_arguing the ‘wrong’ way
round, andthnun'th-v,ehppaed
vetyominﬂ\ehnloﬂysn.
ltisuhxmehedidn't.&nhewedy
Wsmmue.l-hhunuheresymd
m.umayulpi!,mdnm
toomptdﬂuﬂy—uifgxﬂdedbythe
hjmnmnhfmfﬂmnmabﬁs-

ed 0 keep fath with heretics.

Hemt—pwhandgoesoﬁatms..
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Even if he were. right that. ‘Northern

tant minority,

from the 17th century? You could throw
thepednntrybnckinh‘ufwe. He
equates British pation’ (of Ulster)
with colonisation: so was the uncolonis-
ed (or unsuccessfully colonised) part of
luhnsl never «British-occupied

‘Geoff Bell further argues that the Pro-
Stish T they



in 1965 when they made their Unilateral
Declaration of Independence? Some no-
tion of development and dialectics
would help here, Geoff.

He uses strong words without in his
text justifying their use. I am on “‘the
other side of the class divide””. Yes I am,
if vicarious Catholic Irish nationalism is
the working-class side; but if it isn’t, on
what side of the class line are Geoff Bell
and the others who ‘forget’ Marxism
and a large part of the Irish working
class, and embrace Catholic nationalism
garnished with misleading (and, in the
circumstances, irrelevant and even
deceptive) socialist phrases and aspira-
tions. :

Geoff Bell tries to damn what I say by
association. I staiid®‘four square’’, he
says, with “‘the opinion of the British
ruling class”. If trug, that literally means
that I support the status quo. Of course,
he means that I recognise that the press-
ing and irreducible problem is the divi-
sion among the people who live in
Ireland.

Is it true or isn’t it? That is the ques-
tion. Geoff’s best approach to an argu-
ment here is a quibble about whether the
Protestants think they are British or not
“‘in the sense that term is understood in
Britain’’. For sure they don’t consider
themselves Irish in the sense in which
that term is understood in Dublin!

He translates what 1 say into the
language of crude British chauvinism:
Britain “‘keeps two sets of mad paddies
apart’”. He then contradicts himself in
the next sentence by angrily accusing me
of saying that the Protestants are
anything but mad to resist being reduced
to a minority in a Catholic-dominated

e.

Geoff Bell goes in for rewriting
history, too. He writes that ““the troops
went onto the streets in 1969 because the
loyalist security forces had been
defeated””. Some of the Protestant state
forces were beaten back in Derry in 1969
— but the resources even of the Six
County state were not exhausted; and
l.hif Orange forces had not been beaten in
Belfast.

Geoff insists that “‘the examples of
anti-protestant sectarianism in Wolfe
Tone’s 1798 rising were much more
commonplace than in the present IRA’s
campaign’. Which ‘“Wolfe Tone
rising” is he talking about? There were
at least three disparate movements in
1798. Indeed there was sectarianism in
the risings. But there was no sec-
tarianism in the programme of Tone’s
United Irishmen, which counterposed to
existing and old divisions the goal of
replacing the denominations of “‘Protes-
tant (Anglican), Catholic and Dissenter
(Presbyterian)’’by the common name of
Irish. There is sectarianism in the pro-

gramme of the Provisionals' — whichisa -

programme for the majority to incor-
porate the minority into a unitary state,
leaving them no protection if the majori-
ty choose to override them. -

If Gerry Adams had any serious

aspirations towards Wolfe Tone’s .

politics, would he go around zin_Nor-
thern Ireland -parading hi: igi
creed, as when he publicly ex;

escape from assassination by his going to
Mass regularly? Sinn Fein has “‘resolute-

ly’” opposed sectarianism in words,
especially in words for export. Deeds are
another matter.

“If there are present-day catholic
Irish nationalists’’, writes Geoff Bell, **
they are most likely to be in the SDLP"’.
Read the papers, Geoff. In the spate of
elections triggered by the Uniomists in
March 1986 to have, in effect, a referen-
dum on the Anglo-Irish Agreement,
Sinn Fein — which opposed the Agree-
ment — proposed a common front to
the SDLP, which supported the Agree-
ment. This common frpn‘t‘ co:xld only be

Teligious.
ied his

i from the C in
1949, i

You might remain on Marxist, inter-

nationalist ground, and oppose con-

federal links between Ireland and Britain.

use a process: of necessary separa-

do its

heali work. Northern

on the basis of Catholic g,
as the gleeful John Hume pointed out.

You could — though I don’t especial-
ly want to — make a case that, taken all
in all, what they do as well as what they
say, the SDLP, despite being a narrow
communal party, is nearer to Wolfe
Tone Republicanism than the Provi-
sionals are.

Geoff Bell cites ““The failure of the
loyalists to defeat the Anglo-Irish Agree-
ment” — which has little practical con-
sequence for them so far — to argue that
they would be no ‘real threat to
catholics in the event of British
withdrawal”. So they would not try to
hold on to what they have? They would
not resist incorporation into an all-
Ireland Catholic-majority state? Draw
comfort from that sort of reasoning if
you can, Geoff. I take it as ‘proof that
you can’t face the facts.

One of the strangest reactions to the
Anglo-Irish Agreement was that of Peo-
ple’s Democracy, the Irish group linked
to Socialist Outlook. Criticising even the
Provisionals for softness on the Agree-
ment, they denounced the Dublin
government for betraying ‘the 1937
Constitution’ — that same Constitution
which contemporaries, including at least
one writer in the ing Trotskyist
magazine of that time, the New Inferna-
tional, denounced as clerical-fascist in
tendency. (To this day the Irish Senate is
chosen on the basis of the Catholic cor-
poratism dominant in the ’30s).

In the same vein Geoff Bell throws
back his ears and gives out an angry
philistine bray at the idea of some reviv-
ed — confederal — link between Britain
and Ireland. What does he think of that
dirty old West-British shoneen Karl
Marx, who came late to support for
Home Rule and then disgraced himself
by arguing that “‘after separation may
come federation’*?

We have to raise the issue of con-
federal links between Ireland and Britain
because over 100 years of political strug-
gles have shown Irish unity and Irish in-
dependence to be incompatible. In a dif-
ferent historical and political world De
Valera tried to come to terms with- the
problem in 1921, when he came out for
‘external association’ with the British

Empire; primarily as a means of keeping,

a common framework between the Irish
majority and-minority. For the same
reason he was privately against Ireland’s

tion had not had enough time to
ing ang o

Ireland cuts across all that. The truth
here, though, is that the ruling classes
have been twitching to re-knit links.
Under the Anglo-Irish ment provi-
sion is made for a British-Dublin-Belfast
Interparliamentary Committee, which
draws the two islands closer than at any
time in 65 years.

Why should the Marxists take their
stand on absolute independence — an
Wdependagce that has nothing more to
give the Irish people, and the drive for
which helps prime a sectarian civil war?

C ion polls tell us that a big majori-
ty in Catholic Ireland does not want, or
radically fears, a united Ireland. Elec-
tion results tell us that in the North the
Provisional Republicans have the sup-
port of_lléltlﬂ_e more than one Catholic in

ce. Their support in independent

helandisnﬁniscule—hulhantwopex
cent in elections.
. Of course, moods can change and sw-
ing, and in Ireland they do tend to swing
according to what we call ‘the politics of
the last atrocity’. Opinion swung fo the
Republicans after the Gibraltar killings
and the Milltown massacre, against them
after the two soldiers were spectacularly
killed at a funeral, and so on,

But in the last 20 years those shifts
have not changed the rocky underlying
facts of communal antagonism, nor
altered anything fundamental. 20 years
of the IRA’s war have resulted in
stalemate and stasis.

The lesson of the last 20 years is the

have shown the linked aspirations of the
Irish majority for independence and for
unity to be incompatible.

The Irish minority, define them how
you like, will not have a united Ireland,
and, if they are thrown entirely on to
their own resources, they will fight to
prevent it. Of course, in the past sections
of the British ruling class stirred up and
used that Irish minority, playing the
‘Orange card’; but the minority had to
be there in the first place tqge 50 used. It
is still ‘there’ now that the British ruling
class is united in policy for Ireland as it
never was between 1885 and 1922, and
no section of that niling class has any
use at all for the Irish:Proty nis:

The British-designed Pértition put a
proportionately bigger Catholic minori-
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ty in the ‘Protestant’ state than the Pro-
testants would have been in an all-
Ireland state. The Northern Catholics
were oppressed because they were seen
as a threat. The consequence has been
the prolonged Northern Ireland Catholic
revolt and the partial destabilisation of
the state system established in 1920-22
by the British and the different sections
of the Irish bourgeoisie.

It is necessary to support the half-
million Catholics in their opposition to
the unjust settlement of 1920-22; but it is
no solution to force one million Pro-
testants into an all-Ireland state against
their will and leave them fecling as the
Northern Ireland Catholics do now. The
Leninist policy for situations like this is
long-established and very much to the
point. As Trotsky summarised it: *“In so
far as the various nationalities, volun-
tarily or through force of necessity,
coexist within the borders of one state,
their cultural interests must find the
highest possible satisfaction within the
framework of the broadest regional
(and, consequently, territorial)
autonomy, including statutory
guarantees of the rights of each minor-
ty”.

1t is absurd to say that Partition helps
either capitalism or imperialist domina-
tion of southern Ireland today. But if it
did, socialists could still not dismiss the
legitimate claims of the Irish minority.
In such conflicts between communities
— in Ireland, in Palestine, in Sri Lanka,
or anywhere — Marxists recognise that
all the antagonists have rights and seek
working-class unity across the divide on
the basis of conciliation and justice.

The idea that there are good and bad
— or ‘imperialist’ and ‘anti-imperialist’
— nations or countries comes from nar-
row irredentist and populist nationalism
(sometimes in Maoist or other versions),
not from Marxism, Leninism or Trot-
skyism. These are the Marxist policies
for Ireland: -

* Consistent democracy,

» Conciliation,

« Defence of the oppressed Catholics,
© Guarantees for the Protestants who
fear oppression by the Catholic Irish ma-

jority,
© Working-class unity on a programme
of democratic rights,
e And on that basis a struggle for
socialism. In the language of the Trot-
skyist movement: a programme of
democratic and transitional demands.
My Workers’ Liberty article spelled
out the false ideas and assumptions
which — I believe — bewilder the far left
and turn them into cheerleaders, usually
ignorant cheerleaders, for Sinn Fein.

IRELAND:
The
Socialis¢
nswep
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Geoff Bell has written books and pam-
phlets which codify the dominant ideas
of most of the *hard left’ about Ireland.
How does he respond to my systematic
listing of arguments against those ideas?
Take them point by point.

o Southern Ireland is not a neo-
colony, and in any case, with most
foreign investment in Ireland Ame‘rican

© The existing Six County state is in-
deed an artificial, unviable entity; but
nevertheless a viable Orange entity is
possible if Northern Ireland’s ‘borders
are moved north and east, shedding the
mainly Catholic areas. Such a new ‘Nor-
thern Ireland’ would be the certain result
f sectarian civil war. It was recognition

of
of this fact that led De Valera and other
i i li to

and German, not a British
Geoff Bell is silent about this.
© Northern Ireland is not merely
“British-occupied Ireland’, unless the
desires of the Six County majority count
for nothing. Geoff Bell’s only relevant
comment is to quibble about the I
of time Northern Ireland has been linked
to Britain.

« Ireland is one island, but plainly not
one people. To pretend that Ireland is
one unit is a to confuse geography with
society, nationality, and politics. Geoff
Bell pretends it is, but defend the
pretence he does not.

rule out violence as a means of uniting
Ireland. They knew it could not work.
\g‘::t makes you think it could work,

ff?

o The Protestant community organis-

, threatened, and armed to stop a
united Ireland, and settled reluctantly
for Partition in 1920-22. They smashed
the Power-Sharing Agreement with a
general strike in 1974. The Anglo-Irish
ment remains intact, and Protes-

tant opposition to it is ineffectual; but it
has not had much real effect yet. Nor-
thern Ireland remains under the control

o It is not just bigotry or i it
which motivates Protestant resistance to
a united Ireland. The laws of the 26
Counties impose Catholic morals even
on those who reject them, banning
divorce for example. Geoff Bell is very
contemptuous about this argument. He
ignores the Protestants, and implies that
they should be ignored by claiming that
the Provisionals are not in any way sec-
tarian and that Protestant resistance to a
united Ireland would not be substantial.

o To pretend that Protestants are only
concerned to protect their job privileges
is to ignore the distinct history and
insistently-proclaimed distinct identity
of the Six County Protestants. Geoff
Bell is positively heroic in his determina-
tion to ignore it!

© Marxists cannot see the issue as just
Irish majority rights. No majority —
neither in Northern Ireland nor in all of
Ireland — has a right to—eppress a
minority community. We are concerned
with minority rights, too — with consis-
tent democracy. Geoff Bell’s pro-
gramme is not that of a Marxist, but of
an adoptive Catholio—lriih r_mlionalisL

of the British g which, despite
everything, the Protestants consider
their own.

If the British state abdicates, leaving
the Protestants the choice of incorpora-
tion in a Catholic state or resistance,
they will resist. At the very least a pro-
portion of them equal to the IRA’s pro-
portion of the Catholic community will

resist.

At the Socialist Organiser summer
school in 1986, Geoff Bell admitted that
civil war would probably break out —
but he said he thought it would be a
small, controllable civil war. What if it
isn’t controllable? Who will control it?
Southern Irish troops? UN troops?
British troops? The common demand
that Britain should ‘disarm’ the
Orangeists before going implies that we
rely on British troops to control the civil
war; it also implies not fewer, but more
British troops, and for a long time to
come!

© Troops out without a political settle-
ment will not lead to a united Ireland,
but to sectarian civil war and bloody
repartition. It will not lead to self-
ination for the Irish people as a

He is, rightly, with the se-
cond, artificial, Irish minority, the Nor-
thern Ireland Catholics; but, absurdly,
he is indifferent to the concerns of the
much bigger basic Irish minority, the
Protestants.

o The Orange veto depends on the
threat of Orange resistance. It is not
something Britain grants. It has been
coupled since 1976 with a Catholic veto
over internal political arrangements in
Northern Ireland. That Catholic veto is
based ultimately on the armed strength
of the IRA. My argument on the Orange
veto makes Geoff Bell indignant. He
does not, however, try to refute it. Why
not?

o Britain does not gain economic ad-
vantage from Northern Ireland (yes or
no, Geoff?), but pays out £1.5 billion a
year.

 Far from giving overall military ad-
vantages to Britain, control of the Six
Counties has deprived NATO of the 26
Counties for 39 years. True or not, com-
rade Bell?

whole. It can only set the Protestants in
motion to secure their self-
determination — against the Irish ma-

jority.

1 would be happy to be convinced that
this nightmare is not the certain conse-
quence of troops out without a political
settlement. Geoff Bell seems sure that it
will not be, but the only reason he cites
for his sureness is that the Protestant
resistance to the Anglo-Irish Agreement
has been limited.
© The thin veneer of left activists who
form one facet of Sinn Fein’s public face
make it a socialist organisation only for
those who want to be convinced. Sinn
Fein is confined to the Catholic com-
munity; its leaders, like Gerry Adams,
publicly parade their Catholicism; it has
no interest in the Protestant community;
its policies leave it no possibility of even
talking to the Protestant community;
some of the IRA’s killings are scarcely-
disguised sectarian acts, and all of them
are seen by the Protestant community as



—

sectarian acts.

Much space in the Provisionals’ paper
An Phoblacht is given to denouncing
‘sectarianism’. But does it ever de-
nounce sectarianism on its own side?
Why not? Does no sectarianism at all ex-
ist on the Catholic side? Denouncing the
sectarianism of the others can also be a
means of appealing for communal
solidarity and of incitement against the
other community.

Unlike most of his political tribe,
Geoff Bell does know something about
the real Ireland, as distinct from the fan-
tasy Ireland in the collective mind of the

/ ‘anti-imperialist’ British left. Is it
unreasonable to conclude that his flaccid
performance in this polemic says
something about the nature of the posi-
tion he wants to defend? Is it an accident
that he ends his article with a piece of
Gerry Healy level ‘misrepresentation of
what I advocate?

Geoff Bell says I advocate ““Brits into
the south of Ireland. Wave the union
jack and pass the ammunition”’. Where
did 1 advocate that? When? Confederal
links between Ireland and Britain could
not mean that. Nothing I say can be
loyally read as advocating or implying it.
Confederal links imply voluntary
asspciation of the sovereign Irish and

Bell is indulging himself in ridiculous
hyperbole. But there is more here than a
confession that he can’t handle the facts,
the’issues, or the arguments.

Some readers of Socialist Outlook are
bound to think — on Geoff Bell’s
authority, and not having read my arti-
— “that I really do advocate
something like “British troops into the
South’. I've grown used to boneheaded
and malicious sniping and misrepresen-
utiofn, but this, I repeat, is Gerry Healy
stuff.

The_chain of publications put out by
Geoff’s tendency over the years — Inter-
national, Red Mole, Red Weekly,
Socialist Challenge, Socialist Action —
have not, in my view, contributed much
to political enlightenment, least of all
about Ireland, but they did not deal in
shameless factual lying and outright

misrepresentation like this. You should
not start now, Geoff Bell.

A few words, finally, about the
broader issues involved in this discus-
sion. It links, obviously, with similar
debates like that on the rights of the
Jewish nation in Palestine.

‘Our attitude to these questions is all of
a piece, and so is that of Socialist
Outlook and the ‘kitsch-Trotskyist’
political culture of which it is part.
Geoff Bell and his friends are com-
prehensively wrong. The issue goes way
beyond Protestant and Catholic Ireland
and Arab and Jewish i

estine.

Vast areas of the world are now
covered by multi-national states —
many of them old colonial units of more

_or less arbit'.mer;ly grouped peoples which

ve remained units after colonialism
and become bureaucratic states. Almost
everywhere in these states there is the
domination, sometimes genocidal, of
people over people, nation over nation
or fragment of nation.

The Marxist programme for this vast
area of world politics has already been
outlined — consistent democracy.
Depending on circumstances that may
mean the right of various peoples to full
independence, to local autonomy, or to
special cultural rights, etc.

The alternative to this Marxist ap-
proach is to decide that some peoples are
to ascribe some

tionalisms of chosen nations, and to
deny any collective rights to other na-
tions.

Of course, on some issues you have to
take sides, sharply and clearly, as we side
now with the Palestinian Arabs in the
West Bank and Gaza against the Israeli
occupation, and as the tendency to
which I belong has always supported the
Northern Ireland Catholics in struggle
against the British state and against the
oppression to which ‘Partition consigned
them. But you must do that within the
political framework of the Marxist and
Leninist programme for resolving con-
flicts like those between Arabs and Jews
and between Catholics and Protestants.

The left

IRELAND
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socialist¢
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Where the only proper Marxist ap-
proach in national conflicts is to argue
i — and in the

within the working class —

Trotskyists pick and choose, designating
and ‘bad’ peoples, ‘pro-

‘good’
imperialists’ and _‘anti-imperialists’.
They do not know it, but they are in the

tradition not of the mature Marx or
Engels, or of Lenin and Trotsky, but at
‘best of the young Frederick Engels, who
in 1848 denounced ‘‘small, pig-headed
nations”’ in Europe. (Engels argued that
such nations would inevitably serve as
the tools of reactionaries wanting to
obstruct the then progressive unification
of the big nations of the continent).
More: Geoff Bell and his friends hold
to the view of a ‘world revolution’ mar-
ching inexorably ahead as if guided by
some god of history. This teleological
jew lends itself especially to the ap-

tionalism of the ‘good’ n:

camp of the ‘world revolution’; the na-
tionalism of the ‘bad’ nations in the
other camp, of ‘imperialism’.

In Geoff Bell’s case, this approach
leads a member of the Protestant Irish
minority not to rise above the tragic
communalism dividing the people of our
island to working-class internationalism
—or even Wolfe Tone Republicanism
— but simply to swap communities.
Communalism is the problem. Consis-
tent democracy, and the fight for
working-class unity on that basis — that
is, socialist Republicanism — is the
answer.

How to argue for troops out

Geoff Bell wrote this polemic in
response o a report in Socialist
Organiser on a Labour Party
conference debate on Troops Out.
The report argued that the left had
lost not only the debate but also the
argument, because it failed to
answer the objections of the right-
wing or to explain how troops out
could lead to a positive solution.

ocialist Organiser of 17 October
51985 gave over three pages to
attacking myself and three other
movers and seconders of the resolutions

on Ireland at the Labour Party con-
ference.

In replying to this, the first admission
1 would make is that I am somewhat
dubious about doing so. I find it rather
difficult to take seriously John
O’Mahony’s ‘review’ of the Irish debate
at conference. It is reminiscent of those
old stories about theatre reviews written
by someone who spent the entire perfor-
mance of the play in the theatre bar.
Like John O’Mahony, that reviewer
may have read the script — an
O’Mahony reproduced ours at great
length — but there are more to plays

than the script. And there is more to
debates at Labour Party conference than
what is actually said in speeches.
However, let me begin by questioning
O’Mahony’s methodology. In asking
why, or rather asserting that, “the
Troops Out current still counts for little
in our movement’’ he says that
who seek an explanation for this can
begin by looking at the debate at con-
ference and at the weak argument put
over by those who made speeches there.
This is a very silly suggestion. The
movers of the resolutions have five
minutes each, the seconders and other
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speakers three minutes. To- expect any
individual to. make a delmled
theorct Ly

was of such importance that we needed a
wide-ranging discussion ~within . the’
labour to flesh it out. That is

that-might_be- -:,a

type of speech in that ume is absurd.
This is especially the case ‘when the i issue
concerned is Northern Ireland: an issue
continually distorted or neglected by the
ruling class press and the labour
bureaucracy. No, all we-can do when
speaking to resolutions on Ireland at the
party conference is hope to make a cou-
ple of polemical points, correct one or
two misapprehensions -and supply the
odd bit of information which perhaps,
just perhaps, may start the odd delegate
thinking afresh about the Irish issue.
These may appear modest intentions,
but I do suggest that John O*Mahony is
rather naive if he behev&s that it is
speeches at Labour Part;

what the called for, and for
John O’Mahony to try and parade us as
Troops Out simpletons is a sectarian
distortion.

And, if I may, I will add a personal
note here John'is kind enough to say in
his article that I have written some

“‘useful works” on Ireland. For that,
thank you, but if he had read one of
those works a little more closely — ‘The
British in Ireland’” — he would know
that in the conclusion I argue for and
detail a coherent programme for British
withdrawal.

The Labour Committee on Ireland
also argue the importance of establishing
a programme for withdrawal. All of

which the of not

withdrawal motions are lost.

Why have the unions adopted this at-
titude? Is it because, as John O’Mahony
suggests, the trade union delegations at
conference are worried about the-pro-
spect of a blood-bath if Britain leaves?
They may be worried about this, and
certainly the question of the blood-bath
needs serious discussion, but to suggest
this is what informs the unions’ opposi-
tion — or that of the NEC — to British
withdrawal is to acribe to these union
bureaucrats — as many of them are —a
degree of concern and compassion for
the poor Irish Catholics of which, quite
frankly, there is as much evidence as
there is of snow in hell.

No, as any half-decent materialist
analysis would recognise,.the reason the
union leaderships are hostile to British

which win or lose debates Lhere As1am
sure he knows, the vast majority of votes
are decided beforehand at caucus
meetmgs of the unions. What informs

their discussion on Ireland I will discuss
shortly, but to give over three pages of
Socialist Organiser to discussing four or
five speeches of a few minutes each is to
elevate the importance of those, and the
possible effect they could have, to a level
they do not warrant.

But if John O’Mahony wishes to do
that, at least let .him get off his
metaphorical theatre bar stool buy a

e and see what the play was.

programms
called. The basis of his attack on us was-

lo ms:st “‘the single slogan ‘Troops Out’

0 be replaced by a broader agita-
uon whwh would make “Troops Oul’
one elemem in

jumping to too many polemical conclu-
sions on the basis of what is said in a
couple of minutes of speechifying at
Labour Party conferences. As to the
quality of those speeches which
O’Mahony seeks to denigrate, that is, of

course, a matter of opinion. In the opi-
nion of the Irish Post, for instance, “‘the

ish case was put most eloquently at
Bournemouth — the best ever presenta-
tion and all who spoke .in favour of
those m:!mluuons must be warmly con-

Now the Irish Post may not possess
the theoretical wisdom Marxist
analysis of Socialist Or; nmser. but there
is one reason foruhnsusvzcwsagood
deal more _seriously, those of
O’Mahony: its coverage of the lnsh

as 1 am sure do the other
delegames 0 'Mahony attacked. And that
is why, totally contrary to the impression
given by Socialist Organiser, the resolu-
tions we moved and seconded went way,
way beyond ‘Troops
O’Mahony wants "a coherent pro-
e”’. So do we, which is why in the
rmlnnon I moved we called not just for
withdrawal within the lifetime of the

programme”’ or a ‘‘detailed policy”, it
matters little: what does mntter is they
amount to the same thi

Certainly we did not detail this policy
or programme, although the second
resolution mentioned some possible
components of it — the cndmg of the
PTA, plastic bullets and strip
— but what we did do, in the wordmg ol‘
our resolutions, was to suggest that the
working out of this policy/programme

"IEI.A
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debate at n at-
tacking the disgraceful, moolwrem per-
formance of Alex Kitson, the spokesper-
son for the NEC.

That, for me, was 2 much more im-
portant target — the target of the labour
burealtl‘c;ncy vg:r t'ljlstoncally and

resently must e the responsibility
? British misrule in Ireland — than
mnoftheulencnuumhlsmynel
and the others who spoke in the debate
in favour of ending that British misrule.

Mention of the hbonr huru\u:racy
raises a further point concerning the
debate in the lrade unions in Ireland and
the relationship of thu to.discussions in
th Labour . When O’Mahony

: “Why is the ‘Troops-out-of -
lreland current so feeble in the British
labour movemem?" he was not_only
‘mistaken erising ‘us as simply
“Troops Ollt‘ he was also wrong in his
assessment of our strength.

‘Within the last four or five years we
have won the party to supporting, on

paper, Irish unity; secured promises to
repeal the PTA and stop !he use of
plastic bullets; and defeated the NEC on
the ending of !hse J\n-y~l¢;s courts and

strip-s g. Support for our i-
tions in the CLPs has also emnmdptos
Ireland has been debated at

is because of their member-
ship in Northern Ireland, the vast ma-
jority of whom are loyahsts and who
would quite likely leave their unions if
they believed their leaderships were
voting for pro-Republican resolutions at
Labour Party conferences.

Add to that fact the unions’ local
leaderships in Northern Ireland have, in
some instances, been themselves accused
of operating discrimination against
ga;:ohcs ':yd the F:eu Employment

cy; you t0 get a
materialist expl gx" the umons’
attitudes \owmis Nonhem Ireland,
rather than some idealistic notion that it
lsallmpeoplg'sheadsandlfwepulthe
nght axg\nnmt over we will win the

WIt.h that in mind, let me just con-
clude by making a conple of remarks as
to how we can hel}s to change this situa-
tion. The work of bulldmg up support
for British . withdra from Ireland
within the rank and ﬁle of the unions is
an obvious priority, and one way in
which, in future, the material interests
of the bureaucracy could be negated.
And we are all agreed that to win that
guppon means going beyond Troops

it N

‘Where the real dispute lies, I suspect,
is just exactly where do we go? For
myself, the gui political principle is
that socll.llsls insist ‘that British
withdrawal from d is uncondi-
tional. To spell this out, neither the
British government, the Labour Party
conference nor even Socialist Organiser
can place conditions on British
withdra The principle of self-
determination means that they have no
right to insist that the Irish construct
their state in this or that way before Bri-
tain leaves.

That is why I object to John
O’Mahony’s practice — both in this arti-
cle and others — of coupling British
withdrawal with the advocacy of a
federal Ireland in which there would be
for the Protes-

for the last five years.

I would also argue that we now. have
the majority, if not overwhelming, sup-
port in the CLPs in support of British
withdrawal. Where we lack support is in
the trade unions, and ‘it is their block
vote which has consistently ensured our

tant North. Ihave no intention of enter-
ing into this argument here because I do
not accept the prime responsibility of
British socialists at this stage in the Irish
struggle is to sit around and com-
mentate on debates at Labour Party
conferences one day and construct con-

gy ppsoisg 899 pEgEgRes gE
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arguments used by advocates of Troops
Out, I concluded that: ‘... The left lost
thennmmtnth&yﬂr':hbom?q!y
conference. exception
of Geoff Bell the even
seriously attempt to answer the

is added). Was I

instance,

du.lmnnzoltheUDR and we
anlnﬂ:mdethaemumtumnwwh
and more detailed programme for
British withdrawal.

That, hm.mmmnrelydiffm
pmcuxt.hanthe priority Socialist
hndlmmadoptmtbehu
mpleofyeln arguing in Britain for

v mmme“i: the Eb":-'i‘p.‘".'{y"“.

\wcuhu government

| withdraw from. Ireland; John

0’Mahony parades up and down
‘with the banner Must

St.y Unul Protestant Rights Are

Butmysub)eotwuthexﬂpt.m the
arguments. The of comment on
vested i

are irrelevant.
nn'niud Lhe three lrgummu on
whuch'.hcwponen of Troops Out base
th, ““(1): That British

type of reply which was necessitated by
that reportage.

The need
to link the
issues

John O'Mahony replied
id 1 “attack” Geoff Bell and

others whose speeches at
Labour Party conference 1
SO

withdrawal would be follow
sectarian

arguments
because v.he leﬂ simply defaulted on the

Ihekﬁm!hequmonoflrdandume
the most urgent tasks we have to

ux:klc
Unfi Geoff Bell declines to
discuss most of what I wrote. anm.

poch ot the cquivdeat o ity <o
equivalent of: “It is
no accident, comrades, that comrade X

in his speech about rate rises in Tower
Hamlets neglected to deal with

character of the of
Cuba and Outer Mongolia” — then that

and expect any
individual to make a de}ail:ﬁ.

n‘LAID

s.el.llst
Answer

wnhdnwllubewueoh.hdrmanber-
in Northern Ireland, the vast ma-

gests) a materialistic explanation

unions’ attitude townrds them
Ireland rather than so
donthununl!mpeopleshudsandlf
wepunhznxhlnuummtovetwewlll

Sol.heu;umml.s don’t matter? Or
anyway not very much? But the
do matter — and if

to discuss such issues. Nemﬂw
labour movement nor British Mlmsts
(nor — in my own case —
who live in Britain) have any n;ht to
ducus: the issues. ical rights
can no further than dm right to
repent as often as we can muster the
ergy and conviction, the single rele-
vlnt slm 1‘roops Out Now, with no

sound,
possible-obj
type of speech in thn time is absurd.”

Moreover, tho “the question of the
u.ny m\nﬂ'il!l‘ .
would recognise (that) the reason the
union leaderships are hostile to British



The left

—bmwhatwed:ddo -was to suggest...
that we needed a wide- discus-

You elevne Irish  self-
lute principle

against wluch everylhmg else is

measured and everything

any sort
poliucs

on combmed with lbslnctl_

comes after’ an absolute principle,
prmentedtoBrmshworkersmamntof
ultimatistic sectarianism. Self-

How should British (or Irish) workers

work these ﬂmus out? After all there is
reason to be perplexed, and reason

to fuxlhatTroopsOututhemudm;

socialist
sim] no way of relating to
P 4 hich dominate the

u lved

tion, then I would consider it a

duty to ignore it. Nenha in-
d Iri

d

lependence,

he
Ireland. How? I say, by reason lnd
nrgummt You say,

Out Now’ :nngx nomk nfsuue 0-
crastination and no talk of a programme
mﬁu than for howhm wnhdnf w.
metaphysics for _another
and Trc Fm'(l;“ow s be realised
roops Out gmn; to ? By
a sudden British- pull-out with no
political 'I
Any serious talk of British wn.hdmwal is

fslmnshke’r t'wOu.
view of roops Out as an
end in themselves.

You oolhpce the , and ex-
ceptiol lnsh question
into geneulmex about self-

into

independence from Britain — they
a different line in World War II and the
recthﬂklmd:m,lheyulgruEmth
Britain as an equal within
Soudm-nkdandhlmlg
o AT
an _entirely ferent  question
socialist

talk of Britain
way out, arranging for a replacement for
the state power which Britain now sus-

does not the spectacle of Troops
Out an i bloody ci

war, to repartition. Why should
the left and the labour movement con-

ible hby mv:;g lmg:.l bt
possible role in a pol set-
tlement? It makes no sense.

The “Troops Out and no chatter’ line
amounts to a self-denying ordinance for
theleﬁmtmngtoexplunandargnens

. This may not matter too much if
you eonﬁne yourself to a ‘constituency’
!&wudx you by amtudes on

people

might mdeedwdlbelon byhavmgthe
issues and arguments teased out in a way
that would nnke the Third World
pnfl]k]sdglfﬁ .

WOT( mf\llly what I wrote about
the ““feebleness’ of the Troops Out cur-
rent: “Even after a notable accession of
strength in the last three or four years,

arrive at support for a united Ireland as against

king ot L is not the ionary
can the Irish working class be united? utopia of eco independence
How can the paralysis of the Irish work- autarky, which Irish bo i
ing lifted? What are the - partly attanpted between 1932 and

The
s“h"sc
NSwep
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onl.tlnorr

owose its opposite, oppres-
and denial of national democracy.
But how, if not by discussion, can we
decide co! whether we are for
self-determination of particular groups,
what self-determination means in par-
ticular circumstances, and what form of
self-determination it is to be?
You “‘self-

cannot  make

’, meaning
‘Troops Out and no talk about what

‘l‘roops Out current sull counts for
* Geoff Bell

replm chimm; vncmrm on the jury-
less courts, strip-searching, the Preven-
tion of Terrorism Act, and Labour’s
commitment to a united

Even if you accept the claim that the
Troops Out current won all those vic-
tories, the fact remains that all those
positions — and especially a umted
Ireland — are coun by
Labour Party leadership to Troops Outl
lnstruthathexe:salotofsupponfor
Troops Out in the Constituency labour
Party left, and there is also a
passive support for Troops Out m the
British population (over 50%). Yet the
Troops Out current still has very little
clout outside the compnhennvely left-
wing sections of the CLPs. You admit
that it counts for little in the unions.

More is involved than numbers. The
Troops Out current is politically feeble.



It is a current that cannot answer its op-
-ponents polmcally und at the oonfem:ce

lmsdf ifhe unnks
«the solid Tmeps support can be
identified with the mlmbex of votes that
Troops Out can get at constituency GCs.
Wﬂl those who cannot answer the
ts of our opponents on the
bloodbath question and on Troops Out
not leading to a united Ireland stand up
under pressure of a serious civil war
scare? Passing a resolution -reflecting
conventional left wisdom at the ward or
GC is one thing — sticking to it in face
of the harsh realities that may unfold in
Northern Ireland is sof
5o is bangabletomoouundaxmmd
campaign in the trade unions for it.

For mmple. given the wide passive
support for Troops Out in the popuh
tion, why are the Constituency
Party Troops Out forces umble to wm
the unions? The Troops Out cun'mt isa
lot bigger than it was, but I didn’t

When the 26
Counties
voted to ban
diveoree

repressive Six County state in the

North were given 2 much-needed
boost from the voters in the South in
June 1986.

That was one of the tragic effects of the
massive vote against legalised divorce in &
referendum proposed by the then coalition
governmeat of Fine Gael and the Labour

Party.
The nln-dlll proposal was to allow
divorce under fairly tight toldlMll when a
couple could show that their mar-

'Iep-niﬂon of Ireland and the

vl;hhem-olbemml-tk-ahly
sectarian Northern Ireland state. They
nud!obmkdow-\ntsmzudcmu-

e areh reality is that this united Ireland
will mot come about without big defeats for
the two traditions of sectariamism.
referendum defeat showed the malignant
vigour of Catholic sectarianism.

neglect to record that. But it remains
fee'llzllae that we h: ngh
e argument we have no right
but to support those in struggle in
lrdnnd:snotonlymdmeadhmalsoa
very old argument. 1 have difficulty tak-
ing it seriously because 1 encountered

1969, when it was used as an argument
socialists calling for

eluwheremnathouofuswhorefus-
edto swedefactosupponwthedcploy-
ment of British troops. And as one of
their most ‘clinching’ ar;mmtsl.heyus-

leader
Catholic party, the SDLP, realised this. For
the sake of the Anglo-Irish Accord he made 8
final appesl to Southern voters to say ‘ves’ to
divorce reform.
Sian Fein, in a confusion which reflects the
litics of the movement, came out
l

how they could understand
uppoﬂcnlolbﬂl*mvou‘ys . They
evaded the issue.
Many socialists who are sympathetic to
Irish nationalism will point to the reactionary
on ssues

vant. They will be right about the Loyalists.
mwmmmm the relevance of the

Wlnl the vote showed us is how the Irish
Republic treats a minority — non-Catholics,

IRELAND

T
soeiﬂls‘
Answer

ed the fact that neither our socialist co-
thinkers in the Six Counties nor even the
Repuhllms were calling for Troops

You wull uy. of course, that they
Were W Iogwu.lly, Geoff, you
shouldn'l For if it is a _principle
nowforust.hawehlvenoowonbmto

go along with the Northern Ireland left |

and Republicans then the same principle
musthnvebeenmopemnonmen even
though it led to diametrically opposite
conclusions.

or separated women. Since the whole of the
national in Ireland today revolves
around the question of -Ilnrllytbeﬂw-
thern Protestants, the poiat could hardly be
Linton
Oleoftbeimlklo(lihlsﬂllﬂy-ﬁlﬂ

In its explicit attempt te
state for a Catholic peﬂpie". that nationalism
rs the Protestan I»ucurll..dn
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The whole logic_of the struggle for .
& Him b] q‘gr 10, P"O‘ 4 &

¢ ant.

" Bacidash; which in turn _pushed :the®
Catholics, in fear and terror, towards
self-defence, and then boosted those
who wanted to go on an armed offen-
sive, after the IRA split. That takes us
back to what you said about waiting for
a majority in the Northern state. The
point is that it has been artifici carv-
ed out — very artificially. 35% of the
population are opposed to the state’s ex-
istence. Over the past 15 years, in fact
from before the violent phase, when it
was a question of Britain putting
pressure to reform on the old Orange
state, the central problem has been that
the state was deliberately designed to
give a permanent Protestant majority. It
was not reformable. Yet you are com-
mitted to remaining within the narrow
limitations of a state which has a built-in
Protestant sectarian majority.

These are very important points, and I
recognise the logic of what you have
said. I’d go along with quite a bit of it.
T’d have reservations about some of it.
‘What I would stress to you is that the

_key to this is having the political skill
. and’ determination to go through with
the political, sociaf, economic :and in-
stitutional changes regardless of opposi-
tion from the Unionist group. *
“ 1 don’t mean rough-riding over them.
I'am saying that ‘we would not accept

that they had a veto — for example, on'
_setting up an”’ reland  Economic
Development Couricil, or an all-Ireland

“police foice, and a whole host of other
things of that nature. ' 1
_If you do that, you are “saying
something ‘you've never said before to
the-unionists: it’s not just thaf we want
to get things better in'Northern Ireland.
We are saying to you that we don’t want
- - you in the. UK any more, we want you in
: ..a-united Ireland. That is a very different
- .message going out to the Unionists than
« has gone out before.
2 1 don’t think you can assume that all
Unionists are hard-liners who will fight
- in the last ditch. Obviously there are lots
of those. - They - keep - making _their
presence felt. But there are also a lot of
them saying. things that they would not
have said even five years ago, let alone
ten. ‘Well, we can’t go on as we are, can
- -we?’ for example. That’s.a verysignifi-
.-cant change. s
I ‘think you could- not ~coerce the
“ Unionists. Quite certainly you- would *
Ireland and give

_thing is that a British Labour govern-
ment could.create -the -political; condi-"~
tions for change by a declaration of in-
tent to withdraw; by really energetic

- - determination-to change the whole struc-

.~ ture and framework to make some form
of a united Ireland realistic politics for

... the Protestants — give them options

where they would have an incentive to

accept change.
I haven’t ruled out any of that.
the

you are
“We'll always let you veto us’.

: No, I'm.not saz}ng that at all. All I'm

saying/very clear

“first 3§ have -talks~withthe Dublin
government — whatever government it
happens to be — to set up new economic
and social institutions, and we do not
allow them to veto that.

I’ve already indicated that, obviously,
governments can get pressurised and
deflected if the pressure is strong
enough. That’s where the political skill
comes in.

There would be a major effort not to
allow_any group or any individual to
veto those things that were agreed by
London and Dublin. In effect what I'm
saying is: yes, we are giving a strong
commitment to get out. We are not set-
ting a date. I think, as I’ve said, a com-
mitment to getting out is not a policy for
a united Ireland — it might be that the
real policy is to have a commitment to a
united Ireland, and that’s what I'm say-
ing. You yourself say we can’t do it by
coercion. Therefore we have got to do it
by consent. But you don’t allow them to
veto the political progress.

How would a new Labour government
treat the Catholics?

Better.
For example, it was a Tory governmeit
which granted jcal status as. part of

an attempt to find a new,solution after
Bloody Sunday (when 13 unarmed men
were shot dead in Derry, on 30 January

). A Labour government, took it

away. You still seem to be committed to
a policy that would involye a continual
harassment - of a big section of the
Catholic population. .,

1 would hope things like the Preven-
tion of Terrorism Act can go, and that
we would have a major review of the
Emergency Provisions Act. 1" would
want to have a whole look at human
rights issues there, like the delay in get-
ting death _certificates and coroners”
reports on children killed. by - plastic
bl:ﬂlels, and all sorts of other things like
that. N

That won’t come about quickly. The
Catholics, for very understandable
reasons, don’t trust the security forces,
and it’s very difficult to change that
quickly. I mean, I'd like to change it
tOmOITOW morning.

‘We’ll make the forces be seen and felt
to be totally impartial. I fiaven’t got a
‘magic wand that would do that. I have
got a number of things in' y mind, in-
“cluding an all-Ireland police force, that
}vonld ‘help do that. But not overnight, I

ear. =

What do you feel about restoring
political status to Republican prisoners'
1 would not give political status. I've

always. been very opposed to political

,;;tatus, not least because as an ex-

probation officer I very strongly take the
view that if you decide to lock people up
for whatever reason then you should
treat them equally, except on the
grounds of security (ic. a burglar doesn’t
get the same sort of security as a mass
murderer).

I think it is wrong in principle. The
only justification for it would be under

the Geneva Convention on prisoners of

 is that what we'll do”
el a

war, in which case you have got to have
two states that have declared war on
each other, both sides wearing
recognisable uniforms.

One of the most dangerous things
about political status for nationalists is
that you also give it to Loyalists. If you
do that, and you. then have a united
Ireland, you hand over a large number
of Loyalist prisoners of war to the new
state, which is the surest way I know of
saying to the Loyalist people — you
have a legitimate fight, you are entitled
to prisoner of war status too, you have
got it, and make sure you keep it.

1 know that the Unionists will be

prepared to fight and kill and die
themselves for their cause, as are the Na-
tionalists at present.
But you accept that the Catholics have
been oppressed terribly for ‘60 years at
least. On what definition are the IRA
straightforward criminals?

They’re “not.””Of “course they’re
political, I’m mot disputing that for a
‘moment. But ‘if we lock them up, that
‘doesn’t mean thdt they should be treated
differently.” « < "7 o

You are sayi that an ordinary
criminal should be treated worse. As a
penal reformer I reject that ‘strongly.
There is tio reason why a so-called com-
mon criminal — personally I find the
phrase very offensive — should be

- treated ‘worse than ‘you who committed

your act for political reasons.

Secondly, what’s political? If you are
a young black in this country, you feel
the police don’t defend you, and you
take out a brick in your pocket to defend
yourself — is that political or not? I
would argue it is political.
So would I

Someone who goes around shoplifting
and says, ‘I don’t like the present struc-
ture of society in capitalism’, is political.
You’re mixing up two. questions,
though. I'd be. in favour of penal
reform, and of g the political
dimension in the case of the young black
or the unemployed person shoplifting.
But there is a qualitative difference bet-
ween the political element in these things
and the political army nil -: admittedly

ith gr
which_— you admit “— pose a united
lrdnﬁ the only solution, even if you
with their methods.

That’s not:a reason for treating them
differently. And certainly no reason for
treating them better — which is the re-

quest.
They are soldiers.
If they are soldiers, then prisoner-of-
es from a very specific



agreement. It is the Geneva agreement,
which covers two states at war, an

wearing a uniform when you are in com-
bat. It’s a dangerous policy because at
the end of the day you’ll wind up with a

yalist prisoner-of-war camp in a

united Ireland. If you want that, OK.
But it’s dangerous.
The Geneva Convention in its details is a
product of established governments. We
are talking about an oppressed people
and their guerilla army, which does not
wear a uniform because it is out-
numbered and so on. But they are
soldiers.

By that definition, anyone who is
fighting the British state as such, in-
cluding the Tartan Army in Scotland
and the Welsh arsonists and the Angry
Brigade, are soldiers. We give them
political status, do we? What sort of
status would you give them and why
treat them better?

I think you are using the whole business
abut penal reform to obscure the
qualitative difference. For example, the
Catholics in 1969 did not have guns. The
IRA offensive grew out of the civil rights
movement in reaction to the Protestant
backlash and the pogroms. Your picture
about how the armed conflict developed
is somewhat askew, because one of the
earliest events was the British curfew in
the Falls just after the Heath govern-
ment was elected, in July 1970 — before

got under way. The

the IRA offensive
whole chi of how it di

obscure the actual problem, that the

shows that the IRA began as the defen-
sive militia of the Catholic community.

I think that people who pursue this
line are, not intentionally, betraying
socialist values. There is no reason to
argue that peopole who are less ar-
ticulate — the vast majority in your
prisons are working class people —
don’t in fact have political motives for
waht they do. Some of them act as
organised groups like the Provisionals
do. But that does not Jjustify unequal
treatment. If you want specific prisoner
of war status, then two things follow:
one, you must accept prisoner of war
rules and regulations under the Geneva
Convention; two, to my mind more im-
portantly, you must give PoW status to
Loyalists too. You must take on board
that you will hand over to a united
Ireland political prisoners of war and
you are virtually saying to the rest of the
Unionist population that this legitimises
their fight against the new Irish state.
Isn’t that the distant, or mid-distant
future?

Idon’t think so. I'm working as fast
as possible on this programme.

ithough I’'m not setting dates, I'm not
writing it off as some distant future aim.
You are using the ‘Unionist PoWs’ argu-
ment and the political element in or-
dinary so-called criminal activity to

P IRA is an army of an op-

pressed people.

I’ve been working for good treatment
in prisons for donkeys years — but I
want it for everyone, not just one group.
So yon're?ln favour of a blanket reform

Yes. One of my positions from early

on in the hunger and dirty protests was
that if we had made such reforms, we
would have had no problem — the five
demands would have been met.
So your policy in Northern Ireland will
be to bring in a complete prison reform
to include all sorts of rights for political
and other prisoners?

In fact Northern Ireland prisons are
better than the ones here, which are ap-
palling. If we could do more to liberalise
prisons, I’d be very happy.

You will in effect grant political status to
all ‘ordinary criminals’ in Northern
Ireland?

No. You are twisting my words. I’m
saying 1 want good conditions for
prisoners, and I'm not prepared to
distinguish as to why a person commit-
ted an offense or not.

You are evading the actual point.

I don’t think so, but we’ll have to
leave it there.

Thank you very much.

Tony Benn on Ireland

he time has come when British

withdrawal from Northern

Ireland must be moved to the cen-
tre of public debate. For too long those
who have so courageously advocated it
have been denounced as if they sup-
ported terrorism.

Yet it must be obvious to everybody that
the present policy of military repression has
failed, is failing, has no prospect of success
and, in so far as it is intended to enforce par-
tition, does not deserve to succeed.

Not only is the bitterness growing, along
with the casualties, but the techniques for
para-military policing

i
a police state, and those techniques are in
danger of spreading to mainland Britain.
Though there is massive media coverage of
the violence, it is presented in such a way as
to blank out any serious discussion of the
alternatives.

IRELAND:

Parliament itself devotes a few hours every

year to the procedures necessary to renew the
emergency legislation, listens to ministerial
statements that follow major incidents and
debates, in a very low-key way, such ad-
ministrative issues as fall to it {o deal with
under direct rule. My own experience of
Cabinet is that the real choices do not even

get properly discussed there.

There was a debate in full Cabinet in 1969
when troops were sent in; again, after the Bir-
mingham pub bombing when the anti.
terrorist legislation was brought forward, and
we had reports on the Ulster workers’ strike.
But at no time was the option of withdrawal
ever seriously considered. Even discussions of
successive Labour manifestos were always
hedged about with warnings that any com.
mitment to withdrawal might cost lives — as
if they were not being lost all the time.

tly, sug-

g tha the last World War
Winston Churchill himself was quite
prepared to_ignore the Ulster veto if the
Dublin government would assist Britain in its
war effort.

‘What we should be discussing now is the
way in which Britain could break the
deadlock by a clear statement of intention to

h

it w.
First, we should legislate “‘to terminate Her
Majesty’s i

earlier withdrawal if suitable arrangements
could be made meanwhile.
Second, we should invite the United Na-



\

tions to send a peace-keeping force into the

province o replace our troops and to sustain
Taw and order until such a dme 25 the new
government could assume that responsibility.

Third, we should megotiate a tripartite
agreement setting out a basis for future rela-
tions between Britain, the Republic and a new
Northern Ireland government, including
safeguarding of human rights.

Fourth, we should declare an amnesty for
prisoners held under the emergency.

Fifth, we should offer financial aid to the
new government equal to the present con-
tributions to Northern Ireland pius the costs

1 the casergency, for @ five-yeas § period, to
be rencgotiated (nerealter on an scim
for 2 farther fixed period.
- The very fact that such an alternative was

to discuss how they could best cooperate to

tackle the real problems of the province.
hese are mass unemployment, bad housing,
poverty, Inequality and
the solution to which req
political action, especially by the labour
movement, that could over-ride the sectarian
hostilities that have been deliberately en-
couraged to divert people from the main
tasks that need to be faced.
No-one can be sure that a policy along
these nm would succeed, but there would
be massive support for it in Britain
nd e Republic. The people In he North,
nce they realised that we were in
would then have  chance to build  fature
for themselves and their children, free from
the unending prospect of further violence
that now seems inevitable.
It sometimes appears as if Britain s ex:
cuse that can be used to
tion of what so many people in the pmlm

A reply to Tony Benn

ony Benn has outlined a policy

for ending the conflict in North-

ern Ireland in his Guardian
column on 18 July 1983.

He wants to make the proposal for
British withdrawal central to public
debate in Britain. ‘“‘For too long those
who have so courageously advocated it
have been denounced as if they sup-
ported terrorism,”’ he says.

Benn’s solution is this:

(1) Britain should set a date for
withdrawal not more than two or three
years ahead.

(2) The UN should be jnvited to send
troops to replace those of Britain.

(3) A tripartite agreement should be
negotiated — “‘including safeguarding
of human rights” — between Britain,
the Southern Irish state, and a ‘“‘new
Northern Ireland government’’.

(4) There should be an amnesty for
prisoners ‘‘held under the emergency”’.

(5) Financial aid should be given to
the new Northern Ireland government,
equal to what is now spent on ‘security”
and the present British subsidies to Nor-
thern Ireland, for a five year peri

This is, essenually, the |ndependem
nonhem Ireland’ policy long favoured

by the Ulster Defence Association
(UDA) and by one or two Catholic
mavericks like former SDLP socialist
Paddy Devlin. It begs questions that
Benn does not even-consider, let alone
try to answer — and these are the
decisive questions.

What would be the political system in
an independent Northern Ireland? Ma-
jority rule? Rule by the Protestant ma-
Jority artificially built into the state?

The references to ‘guarantees’ sug-
gests that Benn’s trend of thought would
lead him to answer yes. The Catholics
have no reason to believe such

guarantees, and would fight on in-
deﬁmlely rather than accept it.

They would be right to do so, for ma-
jority rule would be sectarian rule,
whatever the guarantees. Though the
British makes propaganda that the Six
Counties are the democratic expression
of the rights of the Protestant majonty,
in practice it refuses to let them exercise
their majority. Why? Because there is no

way that ‘majority rule’ in Northern
Ireland could avoid being, or quickly
becoming, Protestant sectarian rule. The
British government knows it — and so
do the Northern Ireland Catholics.

e ‘independent Northern Ireland’
policy is unviable because the Six Coun-
ties is not a stable entity — it would
quickly dissolve into communal civil
war. If the South could be kept out of it
all the UN could hope to do would be to
freeze the conflict at a certain point, as
in the Lebanon.

The explosive communal eruptions in
Ceylon, with its mass movement of peo-
ple to their own ‘safe’ areas, shows us
what would mevnably happen in an
mdependem Northern Ireland’.

Benn hopes that proposals such as
these and a British declaration that it
was going ‘‘would force both com-
munities in Northern Ireland to discuss
how they could best cooperate to tackle
the real problems of the province. These
are mass bad housing,

The left

IRELAND
The

Socialist

Answer

know must be done sooner or later. A clear
statement of our intention would strip away
that excuse, end an ancient injustice
perpetrated by Britain on the Irish

over many centuries, and open up
possibilities for cooperation that for the mo-
ment seems totally beyond our reach.

‘The Guardian, 18 July 1983

The ‘real problems’ include the problem
that — in social and political fact —
shapes and conditions all others: the
problem of the right to national self-
determination of the majority of the
Irish people, and how that Irish majority
commumty will relate to the natural
Irish minority, the Protestants of north-
east Ulster.

To appeal to ‘bread and butter ques-
tions’ as the ‘real issue’ — though where
possible working class unity should be
built even on this minimal basi: is to
repeat the error of the ‘socialism-is-the-
only-answer’ activists who were
outflanked in Northern Ireland by the
rising IRA at the beginning of the *70s.
yllllaﬂ( is the heir of such politics for

el

Another argument thrown in by Benn
is that Britain sees a united Ireland as
possibly posing a military threat. This is
out of date by three decades and an
cpocha] revolution in mllnary

poverty, inequality and social depriva-
tion, the solutions to which require con-
ciliation and political action, especially
by the labour movement, that could
override the sectarian hostilities that
have been deliberately encouraged to
divert people from the main tasks that
have to be faced.”

Sure, the ruling class in both Britain
and Ireland encouraged and took advan-
tage of the communal division: it is
much deeper-rooted than that, though.

logy (from World
War II aircraft to Cruise mlsslles)

In fact Benn’s policy is an unjellable
mix of the UDA, Militant and the Com-
munist Pany (Bill of Rights/
‘guarantees’). The UN presence would
not jell it. Nothing could.

The solution is a united Ireland with,
within it, as much autonomy for
Ireland’s natural minority (the Pro-
testants) as is compatible with the rights
of the majority.
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Who was James Connolly?

ny man who tells you that an
act of armed resistance — even
if offered by 10 men armed

with stones — any man who tells you
that such an act of resistance is

any and every such man should at once
be spurned, spat at. For remark you this
and recollect’ ll, that samzwhele, and

an
must be made, and that the f irst act of
resistance is always and must be ever
P , imp. an

James Fintar Lalor

Thus it was with the 1916 Easter Ris-
ing in Dublin. This was the spirit in
which the successors of Lalor acted.
And to act at all they needed such a
spirit.

One thousand men, one quarter of
them the trade union militants of the
Citizen Army, badly armed and with lit-
tle training, went out into the streets of
Dublin to challenge and to fight the
greatest empire the world had seen.
Many of them knew — certainly the
leaders knew — that, given the isolation
of Dublin, they had little chance of suc-
cess.

Yet: ““We went out to break the con-
nection between this country and the
British Empire and to establish an Irish
Republic...believing  that the British

* government has no right in Ireland and

never can have any right in Ireland,”
proudly explained Connolly to the
military court that condemned him to
death a week later.

Earlier Connolly had summed up the

national independence of Ireland. He
knew that any of the socialists would
regard it as an aberration for a Marxist
to take Connolly’s course. And of
course many of them did.

How came Connolly to that end of
his, which united the heroic act of tradi-
tional Irish Republicanism with the first
decisive act of revolutionary labour?

Born of Irish parents in Edmhurgh in
1868, Connolly started work in a print-
shop at 10 or 11 and at 12 in a bakery.
Like most emigre families, the Con-
nollys remained very much attuned to
Ireland. There at that time the crypto-
socialist Fenian movement of the 1860s
had given way to the fight of the Land
Lcague and Parnell’s parliamentary par-

The League welded the tenants
together to fij ght the landlords. Tenant
solidarity and its warlike expression, the
boycott, together with Parnell’s obstruc-
tion in parliament, shook the English
system. Callous men who had never
bothered when the Irish people suffered
in silence now became convinced of the
need to solve ‘the Irish problem’ from
above, before it solved itself from
below.

The Connolly family atmosphere in
Edinburgh, like that of most Irish
families then, was saturated with a spirit
of bitter rebellmn agamst the ‘English
system’: it was the air which the child
James Connolly breathed, and it never
left his system.

At 14 he joined the army, following
many young workers forced in
pressure and following also a

spirit of de which
governed him between the outbreak of
war in 1914 and his murder in 1916: ““If
you strike at, imprison or kill us, out of
our prisons or graves we will still evoke a
spirit that will thwart you, and maybe,
raise a force that will destroy you. We
defy you! Do your worst!” (Irish
Worker, 1914)

With such conviction Connolly faced
the British government and its firing
squad. Awaiting his executioners, he re-
‘mained \mxcpcmam ““‘Hasn’t it been a
good life — and isn’t this a good end?””
he said to his wife when she visited him
for the last time. Yet, at his death, he
believed that the socialists who knew
him in Britain and Arnenca would never

Fenian tradition: in the army they learn-
ed to use arms. Connolly was stationed
in Ireland and it is probable that he
deserted.

The Irish
Socialist
Republican
Party

'y 1889 he had become a socialist.
The Jacobin ideas of the Irish
Repubhcans transplanted to the

what a
socialist, was doing ﬁghung for the mere

of the workers in Edinburgh
ily and naturally into a
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socialist From then to
1896 he developed his knowledge; win-
ding up in the Marxist Social
Democratic Federation. (Though his
‘Marxism’ remained one-sided: he seems
never to have shed Catholicis m.)

He married and ‘inherited’ a job as an
Edinburgh dustman, but when he fought
a local government election he was
squeezed out and thereafter found it im-
possible to get a job.

Then came the turn which threw him
for the first time completely into Irish
politics. The Dublin Socialist Society in-
vited him to become its paid organiser.
He accepted.

By May 1896 he was ready to
transform the group into the Irish
Socialist Republican Party. From the
start the ISRP distinguished itself by
declaring for an independent Irish
Republic. Even the SDF declared only
for Home Rule for Ireland and many
socialists considered it a betrayal of
‘socialist internationalism’ to bother at
all with the question of oppressed na-
tionalities.

Following Marx rather than the
shallow ‘Marxists’ of his time, Connolly
blended the plebian revolutionary tradi-
tion of the United Irishmen and the Fe-
nians with revolutionary socialism. He
declared: “Only the Irish working class
remains as the incorruptible mhentors of
the fight for freedom in Ireland.”

Often he expounded his ideas on- this
question:

“The development of democracy in
Ireland has been smothered by the
Union [ie, the Act of Union of 1801 of
Britain and Ireland]. Remove that bar-
rier, throw the Irish people back upon
their own resources, make them realise
that the causes of poverty, of lack of
progress, of arrested civil and national
development are then to be sought for
within and not without, are in their
power to remove or perpetuate, and ’ere
long that spirit of democratic progress
will invade and permeate all our social
and civil institutions.”’ (Workers
Republlc, 1897)

““The Socialist Party of Ireland [the
ISRP’s successor] recognises and most
enthusiastically endorses the principles
of internationalism, but it recognises
that that principle must be sought
through the medium of universal
brotherhood rather than by self-
extinction of distinct nations within Ihe
political maw of overgrown empires.”
(Forwa.rd march 1911)

d: ““We desire to preserve with the
Engluh people the same political rela-
tions as with the people of France, of
Germany or of any other country. The
greatest possible friendship, but also the
strictest independence...Thus, inspir
by another ideal, conducted by reason
and not by tradition, the ISRP arrives at
the same conclusion as the most irrecon-
cilable nationalists.* (1897)

But: “Having learned from history
that all bourgeois movements end in
compromise, that the bourgeois revolu-
tionaries of today become the conser-
vatives of tomorrow, the Irish socialists
refuse to deny or to lose their identity
with those who only half understand the
problem of liberty. They seek only the
alliance and friendship of those hearts
who, loving liberty for its own sake, are



not afraid to follow its banner when it is
uplifted by the hands of the working
class, who have most need of it. Their
friends are those who would not hesitate
to follow that standard of Iiberly, to
consecrate their lives in its service, even
should it lead to the terrible arbitration
of the sword.””

These words were written 19 years
before Easter 1916.

Connolly at the same time struggled
against the middle class Home Rule par-
ty. He mocked at those who saw mere
mdependence as a panac

you remove the Engltsh army
tomorrow and hoist the Green Flag over
Dublin Castle, unless you set about the
organisation of the socialist republic
your efforts would be in vain. England
would still rule you. She would rule you
through her capitalists, through her
landlords, through the whole army of
commercial-industrial institutions " she
has planted in the country and watered
with the tears of our mothers and the
blood of our martyrs, England would
rule you to your ruin.

A social as well as a national revolu-
tion was necessary: ‘A system of society
in which the workshops, factories,
docks, railways, shipyards etc. shall be
owned by the nation...seems best
calculated to secure the highest form of
industrial efficiency combined with the
greatest amount of individual freedom
Jfrom despotism...

But he quahﬁed this: “State owner-
ship and control is not necessarily
socialist — if it were, then the army and
the navy, the police, the judges, the
gaolers, the informers and the hangmen

would all be socialist functionaries as
they are all state officials — but the
ownership by the state of all the lands
and material for labour, combined with
the cooperative control by the workers
of such land and materials, would
socialist... To the cry of the middle-class
reformers, ‘Make this or that the pro-
perty of the government’, we reply —
‘yes, in proportion as the workers are
ready to make the government their pro-
perty”.”’ (Workers Republic, 1899)

Arguing thus, fighting for working-
class independence from Home Rulers
and Nationalists alike, Connolly was by
no means a ‘millennial socialist’. He
fought for limited gains and against sec-
tarian socialists who refused to do so.

“Of course some of our socialist
friends, especially those who have never
got beyond the of the question,
will remind me that even in a republic
the worker is exploited, as for instance
in France and the United States.
Therefore, they argue, we cannot be
Republicans. To this I reply: The coun-
tries mentioned have only capitalism to
deal with. We have capitalism and a
monarchy...

‘This, too, was his approach to the na-
tional question: we have capitalism and
national oppression. Connolly would
have had no time for the ‘pure’ na-
tionalists today. Neither would he have
time for those who, with the slogan ‘For
Connolly’s Workers’ Republic’ on their
lips, declare that the reunification of
Ireland, even under capitalism, the
removal of part of the double oppres-
sion of the workers of Ireland, is of no
interest to socialists. Connolly was no

The Republicans
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Connolly’s ISRP never had more than
100 members, though at certain times it
was influential beyond its membership.
During the Boer War its anti-

government, pro-Boer press was smash-
ed by the police.

Industrial
unionism

I n 1903 Connolly went to the United

States on a lecture tour. Shortly
afterwards he moved there with his
family. He worked for the American
Socialist Labour Party and the In-
dustrial Workers of the World. He had
been one of the guiding spirits of a
group of SDF members who had split
off the same year to found a British SLP
on the model of the American party.
Though eventually it was to become
rigidly sectarian, Daniel De Leon’s SLP
was at that time producing trenchant
criticism of the existing trade union and
socialist organisations. De Leon was
among the first to castigate the increas-
ingly conservative and cautious trade
union bureaucrats as ‘labour lieutenants
of capitalism’. He also saw how feeble
were the big socialist parties of Europe,
with their dominant parliamentarianism.
Both the one-sided trade unionists and
the equally one-sided parliamentary
socialist parties seemed to De Leon to
rule out any chance of working class
revolutionary action. Just how right he
was was shown by the collapse of the
labour movement in 1914, when the
World War broke out and most

socialists supported their own govern-
‘ments.

De Leon tried to answer the problem
he himself posed by arguing that the
working class needed to build up a real
social slrength inside the womb of
capitalism just as the capitalist
bourgeoisies had done in the womb of
feudalism. He proposed the creation of
an infrastructure composed of industry-
wide unions, capable of both seizing and
running industry. And he saw the need
to build on both the political front and
the economic front, towards a strategy
of taking power. De Leon was groping
theoretically for the specific working
class organisational form of industrial
and social self-rule. History was to pro-
vide her own answer: the workers’
soviets thrown up in Russia in 1905 and
in Europe after 1917,

Of De Leon, Lenin was later to say
that, despite certain sectarianism, he was
the only man since Marx to add anything
to Marxism. But, as too often happens,
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The Republicans

the De Leonites combined many correct
ideas with a sectarian practice which
rendered their ideas impotent.

Connolly remained with the De
Leonites for some years, eventually
breaking with them. But while shedding
much of the political harshness and in-
tolerance of the SLP he retained a belief
m mdusl.nal unionism’. Until 1910 he

an organiser for the INW — the
gul syndicalist trade union movement

f mainly migrant workers in America.

In 1910 he returned to Ireland, armed
with the ideas of industrial unionism, to
begin a period of mass activity which
saw the Irish working class rousing itself
for the first time into militant action.

The Irish
Transport and
General
Workers’Union

onnolly returned from the USA to

a changing Ireland. Jim Larkin

had been at work for three years
organising the dockers, carters and other
trades misnamed ‘the unskilled’.

The ‘new’ general unions which grew
in Britain after the mntchgrls G
gasworkers’ and dockers’ strikes of 1888
and 1889 had been feeble in Ireland.
Now labour was stirring itself again in
Britain and in Ireland as well.

In Britain, where the general unions
were already in the grip of self-serving
officials, the labour upsurge created a
rank and file ‘unofficial’ movement. In
Ireland a ‘new model” union was being
built: the Irish Transport and General
‘Workers’ Union.

Connolly became an organiser for the
ITGWU. A chaslcned Connolly, reflec-
ing perhaps his cxpenenoe in the
American SLP, he had written before
1uvlllg the USA:

““Perhaps. some day there will arise a
socialist writer who in _his writings will
live up to the spirit of the Communist
Manifesto, that the socialists are not
apart from the labour movement, are
not a sect, but are simply that part of the
working class which pushes on aII

il finally a sort of dual power in society
existed with the militant workers
organising and mobilising, to confront
and finally expropriate the capitalists.
Should the capitalist state attempt to use

never suceed in fooling the Socialists of
Ireland. The latter know their men too
well; they know m what an mferrw of
reaction they in keeping
the damam- qffaus of Ireland, such as

repression its limbs would be
by the industrial power of the workers
bloodshed would be minimal.
ether the workers, once a majority
wanted socialism, were to be helpless
before the bosses’ state, or the bosses
helpless befnre the workers, wonld be

housing and
sanitation, and they see them ever in
league with the most merciless exploiters
of labour on the island.”” (The Harp
(USA), September 1909)

‘I have always held, despite the
Jfanatics on boths sides, that the

by the i
and cohesiveness of labour.

Both Connolly and hrhn saw their
trade union work — and the ITGWU
itself — in this revolutionary syndicalist
light. But Connolly was no narrow anti-
political syndlcahst He became a
member of list Party of
Ireland, the sucocnm of the lSRP,

the other plane of the labour army they
were mobilising. He helped found the
Irish Labour Party in 1912.

As ITGWU organiser in Belfast from
1911 Connolly came up against the divi-
sion in the working class which is still
rampant today. In 1907 Larkin had
allied with Protestant radicals (who had
split from the Orangc Order to form the
Independent Orange Institute) and had
briefly succeeded in umhns Catholic and
Protestant workers in Belfast. But the
rising tide of anti-Home Rule agitation
(during which the original Ulster
Volunteers were organised)
what was a promising beginning
working-class unity. Connolly got to the
heart of the problem when he wrote, in
1913:

“Let the truth be told, however ugly.
Here the Orange workmg class are slaves
in spirit because they have been reared
up among a people whose conditions of
servitude were more slavish than 1l
own. In Catholic Ireland the working
class are rebels in spirit and democratic
in feeling because for hundreds of years
they have found no class as lowly paid or
badly treated as themselves. At one time
in the industrial world of Great Britain
and Ireland the skilled labourer looked
down with contempt upon the unskilled
and bitterly resented his attempt to get

his children taught any of the skilled
trades; the feeling of the Orangemen of
Ireland towards the Catholics is but a

e
S

others, which most clearly
the line of march.

Yet he remained a ‘De Leonite” in his
basic conceptions: the workers must
build industry-wide unions which would
act together against the capitalist class.
As the organisational strength and class
consciousness of the workers grew, it
would be reflected in the ballot box, un-
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glorified ona btg stage of
the same unworthy motives.”

This'is true. Yetulsonlyapartofthe
truth. It ignores the entwining of such
attitudes with the distinct — British —
national identity felt by the Protestant
population.

Connolly, however, didn’t just de-
nounce and castigate the Orange Order.
Some of his most bitter comments were
directed at the Home Rule party.

““The English Socialists have. falled ut-
terly to fathom the character of the
capitalist Home Rulers of Ireland. Their
failure arises from their inability to
understand the difference between
‘rebelly’ talk and serious revolutionary
purpose, even in a Nationalist sense,
they are absolutely lacking. They easily
succeed in fooling the so-called ‘hard-
headed’ English working man, but they

of Ireland for freedom could
not and cannot be divorced from the
world-wide upward movements of the
world’s democracy. The Irish question is
part of the social question, the desire of
the Irish people to control their own
destinies is a part of the desire of the
 workers to forge political weapons for
"their own enfranchisement as a class.

““The Orange fanatic and the
Capitalist-minded Home Ruler are alike
in denying this truth; ere long, both of
them will be but memories, while the ar-
my of those who believe in that truth will
be marching and battling on its conquer-
ing way.”’ (Forward, 12 July 1913)

Connolly looked to a future unity of
all Irish workers in st against
capitalism for the Workers’ chuhhc
“In their movement the North and
South will again clasp hands, again it
mll be demonstrated as in *98 [1798] that

pressure of a common exploitation
mn make enthusiastic rebels out of a
Protestant working class, earnest cham-
pions of civil and religious liberty out of
olics, and out of both a united

social democracy.”’

The Dublin
lock-out of
1913

n contrast with the North, the

workers in the South, led by Larkin,

were making big advancés. The
standard of living of the newly organised
rose substantially. So did their con-
fidence. They had found a new weapon
— class solidarity. No trade, no
workplace, was isolated in its struggle.
The policy of sympathetic strike action
was applied by the union with tremen-
dous success.

‘And of course the employers hit back.
Led by William Martin Murphy,
Dublin cmployers organised to break the
union. The famous Dublin Labour War
of 1913 followed. Those workers who
refused to sign a document repudiating
the union were locked out. But all the
union’s members stood firm.

For eight months the bitter war dragg-
ed on. Before it ended strikers had been
batoned to death by police. Larkin
Connolly (recalled from Belfast to help)
had been arrested, and the Citizen Ar-
my, the strikers’ militia that grew to
become the first Red Army in Europe,
had been organised to fight back against
the cops.

After eight months the labour war
ended. The workers were not defeated

— the union remained intact. But it was



The Irish Citizen Army
not a victory either: after that the union
was more cautious and less able to bring
full pressure to bear on the bossgs. Con-
nolly blamed the semi-defeat on the
isolation of Dublin — on the fact that
the British trade unions had merely
given financial help while wi i

belief that they were after defeating the
and the

imperialist government Na-
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of the last war lord.”*

He began to plan an insurrection.
After initial conflict, an alliance was
entered into with the nationalist
volunteers of Padraig Pearse. The Com-
munist International was later, in 1920,
to

tionalists the O
would have scant regard for the rights of
the minority left at its mercy.
““Such a scheme would destroy the
Pt

the decisive aid of direct i ial ac-

labour y {pi it. It
would in a form

tion which they had it in their power to
give. This failure of solidarity was a big
blow to Connolly.

However, as late as November 1913 he
had written: ““We are ftold that the
English people contributed their help to
our enslavement. It is true. It is also true
that the Irish people contributed soldiers
1o crush every democratic movement of
the English people...Siaves th

in evil the discords now prevalent und
help the Home Rule and Orange
capitalists and clerics to keep their rally-
ing cries before the public as the political
watchwords of the day. In short, it would
make division more intense and confu-
sion of ideas and parties more con-
JSfounded...

““The betrayal of the national

of i i

the English helped to enslave others;
slaves themseives, the Irish helped to
enslave others. There is no room for
recrimination. >

But after the strike Connolly had less
confidence in the immediate revolu-
tionary potential of the English workers,
seeing them, correctly, as tied too tightly
to their imperialist ruling class. The sup-
port of the British labour movement for
the 1914 war reinforced him in this bitter
conclusion.

With the end of the strike in 1914,
Larkin went to the USA (where he re-
mained until 1923) and Connolly took
charge of the union and the task of
rebuilding its strength and confidence.
And the Citizen Army was maintained
and strengthened as labour’s indepen-
dent armed force. This was made possi-
ble by the fact that northern Unionists
and the Green Tories also had their
‘private’ militias: the Ulster Volunteers
and the Irish Volunteers.

Partition

hen the English Liberals and
wme Irish Home Rule Green

Tories, in face of a virtual
rebellion by the Unionists and their
Ulster Volunteers, agreed to the parti-
tion of Ireland, Connolly wrote the most
tragically prophetic words he ever penn-
ed:

““The proposal to leave a Home Rule
minority at the mercy of an ignorant ma-
Jority with the evil record of the Orange
Party is a proposal that should never
have been made, and...the establishment
of such a scheme should be resisted with
armed force if necessary...Filled with the

y Ulster would
mean a carnival of reaction both North
and South, 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...All hopes of uniting the
workers, irrespective of religion or old
political battle cries will be shattered,
and through North and South the issue
of Home Rule will be still used to cover
the iniquities of the Capitalist and
Landlord class.” I am not speaking
without due knowledge of the sen-
timents of the organised labour move-
ment in Ireland when I say we would
much rather see the Home Rule Bill
defeated than see it carried with Ulster
or any part of Ulster left out.””

With the outbreak of war the issue
was shelved ‘for the duration’ and the
Home Rulers became recruiting agents
for Britain. Their Irish Volunteers split,
with a minority adopting a revolutionary
nationalist stand.

Connolly now recalled — publicly —
the Irish truism that Ireland could only
hope for a successful rebellion against
Britain while Britain was at war. And he
vowed not to miss the chance to strike at
the Empire. In August 1914, to avert the
expected threat of a wartime famine, of
high prices in the towns, he advocated

resistance, strikes and sabotage
to keep enough food in Ireland to feed
the people.

The article (‘Our Duty in this Crisis’)
ended on a note which showed that he
did not see it as merely an Irish struggle:
““Starting thus, Ireland may Yyet set the
torch to a European conflagration that
will not burn out until the last throne
and the last capitalist bond and deben-
ture will be shrivelled on the funeral pyre

where ge-
nuinely revolutionary nationalists ex-
isted, to join with them — ‘to strike
together, while marching separately’.
Connolly’s well-known remark to some
Citizen Army men before the Rising:
““The 0dds are a thousand to one against
us, but in the event of victory hold onto
your rifles, as those with whom we are
fighting may stop before our goal is
reached’” shows he had a similar concep-
tion to the International.

The Easter
Rising

s early as 1910 Connolly had
come close to an understan-
ding of the theory of perma-

nent revolution, which then may have
had some grip on Irish realities. (Today
it’s an empty catchphrase used by people
who know nothing of what the theory of
permanent revolution is). In the
foreword to his book ‘Labour in Irish
History’, he wrote:

“In the evolution of civilisation the
Dprogress of the fight for national liberty
of any subject nation must perforce keep
pace with the struggle for liberty of the
most subject class in that nation and...-
the shifting of economic and political
Jorces which accompanies the develop-
ment of the system of capitalist society
leads inevitably to the increasing conser-
vatism of the non-working class
elements and to the revolutionary vigour
and power of the working class.”

The Irish bourgeoisie ‘.. have a thou-
sand economic strings in the shape of in-
vestments binding " them to English
capitalism...Only the Irish working class
remains as the incorruptible inheritors of
the fﬁghl for freedom in Ireland.””

If Irish labour between 1916 and 1923
had adopted this perspective, maintain-
ed its political independence and assum-
ed the leadership of the Irish national
revolution, at the same time fighting for
its own class goals, then history could
have taken a very different turn. To ex-
amine why it didn’t is to explore the
great weakness of Connolly: the inade-
quacy of his understanding of the
organisation needed to fight for socialism
and to fight for socialist hegemony in
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He had understood that labour’s real
strength is industrial. But he had lost
sight of, or perhaps never fully grasped,
the fact that the potential social strength
of labour, however militant on
economic issues, would only be real to
the degree that it was i icall

i risings in a number of
areas. But at the eleventh hour the
titular head of the Volunteers called off
the Easter Sunday which

Connolly had written of at the outbreak
of the war. For a week they defended in
arms the 32 County Irish Republic, one

were planned as a cover for the rising.
i ing to

and which they had pro-
claimed on Easter Monday 1916. Before
dered, Dublin was in ruins.

Faced with this
be rounded.up,_believ g that European

prepared, educated and class-
independent; and in turn that this must
be expressed in a political organisation
which knew its own mind and had the
structure and sinews to act as a revolu-
tionary force — a party like Lenin’s par-

ty.

Connolly’s SPI was (whose leaders
were expelled when the party was
reorganised as the Communist Party of
Ireland in '1921) an old-fashioned and
ramshackle affair, over-recoiling from
De Leonite ‘purism’. The com-
promisers, the Lib/Labs, the
sheviks’, were not outside it, looking in
—some of them were its leaders as they
were also of the ITGWU.

After 1916 they set themselves up as a
bureaucracy within the ITGWU and
betrayed socialism by timidly trailing
after the bourgeois leaders who had seiz-
ed control of the national struggle.

This was the flaw in Connolly’s
design. Not seeing it, he felt no inhibi-
tions. Relentlessly he pressed for an arm-
ed rising, outdaring even the nationalist
idealists around Pearse. From his
writings we can understand the attitude
adopted then.

In 1910, in ‘Labour in Irish History’,
Connolly had told the endless story of
the lost chances and the botched risings
that succeeded each other like
monotonous days of mourning and
depression in Irish history. Bitterly he
wrote — and the bitterness attested to
his determination to do better himself if
the chance came. Nor did he believe that
there was such a thing as @ ripe revolu-
tionary situation. Revolutionary action
would make it ripe.

““An epoch to be truly revolutionary
must have a dominating number of men
with the revolutionary spirit — ready to
dare ail and take all risks for the sake of
their ideas... Revolutionaries who shrink
from giving blow for blow until the great
day has arrived and they have every
shoestring in its place and every man has
got his gun and the enemy has kindly
consented to postpone action in order
not to needlessly hurry the revolu-
tionaries nor disarray their plans — such
revolutionaries only exist in two places:
on the comic opera stage and on the
stage of Irish national politics. 22
(November 1915)

The plan finally agreed on was for
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peace was and that, through
their failure to act, Ireland would miss
the chance of an independent voice at
the coming peace conference, the leaders
in Dublin had to make their choice.

Connolly had already indicated what
his choice would be in such a situation in
1914, He had written: “Even an unsuc-
cessful attempt at socialist revolution by
force of arms, following the paralysis of
‘the economic life of militarism [by a
general strike], would be less disastrous
to the socialist cause than the act of
socialists allowing themselves to be used
in the slaughter of their brothers.”’

After Easter
916

n Easter Sunday 1916 their
o:hoice lay between one kind of
defeat or another. Either a
defeat in battle, that might help rouse

the forces for a new struggle. Or defeat
without a fight, which woyld_ bring

an in
its wake as so often before in Irish
history.

Connolly and Pearse decided to fight.
They went out to try and start that fire

they

They died before British Army firing
squads, together with the other leaders
of the Rising, after summary Court Mar-
tial. Connolly, grievously wounded, was
court-martialled in-bed and shot prop-
ped up in a chair.

They did indeed light the fire of revolt
which Connolly had spoken of, but it was
not to be controlled by men of their per-
suasion nor to lead to their goal. The
middle-class leaders of the Irish national
revolution first misled it and then
betrayed it to British imperialism.

And today, the bonds and debentures,
the capitalists and their warlords, still
exist. In Ireland they rule — for
themselves and also for_international
and British capitalism. The Southern
Irish capitalists, wrapped in the Green
trappings of ‘traditional” Nationalism
and perpetually ‘honouring’ — in
hollow, gruesome mockery — the ‘men
of 1916, still oppress the workers of
Ireland with exploitation, poverty,

and forced emigrati
They collude with Britain in the North.

Connolly’s name is that of a national
hero, while his ideas are either suppress-
ed or heavily toned down. As if foresce-
ing it, he himself once said of the great
Irish Jacobin Wolfe Tone: ‘‘Apostles of
freedom are ever idolised when dead but
crucified when living.”

is Sinn Fein
socialist?

he Republican movement was

crushed and pulverised in World

‘War 2, subject to terrible repres-
sion North and South.

It was discredited by its active alliance
with Germany, from which it hoped for
aid and favour against Britain.

1t began to revive in the ’50s, but it
had shrunk into a single-issue crusade
for a united and independent Ireland —
which it proposed to achieve by armed
struggle only. The economic and social
concerns of workers and farmers on
both sides of the Border were held to be
no business of pure Republicanism.

Not to go into the partitionist
Parliaments was a matter of principle,
and so was commitment to the idea that
only physical force, not ‘politics’, would
win the Republic.

ly against customs posts and RUC sta-
tions in the North. The activities were
very small-scale by the standards of the
*70s, but they mobilised a lot of support.
Abstentionist deputies were elected not
only in the North, but also in the South
— something Sinn Fein could not repeat
in the *80s even during the hunger strike.

After the Border Cam-
paign

The Fianna Fail government introduc-
ed internment in the South in 1957 to
deal with the Republicans. By the end of
the *50s the ‘Border Campaign’ had run
out of steam. A formal ceasefire was
declared in 1962.

Many activists dropped out. The re-
mainder analysed their defeat, and

In practice the

s p j
and assumptions reflected right-wing
Catholic Ireland at the height of the cold

war.
It launched a military campaign main-

reached rather like earlier
Republicans of the *20s and *30s and like
Gerry Adams and his colleagues today.

Concentration on the Border and on
the pure military struggle alone would



Martin McGuiness and Gerry Adams leading Republicans

never call forth and organise the forces
to gain a united Ireland. They began to
discuss social policies and socialism, an
to move both to the left and away from
narrow militarism. Timidly they edged
towards a break with the principle of
abstention.

The Republicans did this partly under
the influence of former (or perhaps
undercover) members of the British
Communist Party and its Irish ‘fmm’
the Connolly Association —
Johnstone and Tony Coughlin. The
strong Stalinist coloration in the
‘Workers' Party today dates from this
period.

The Republicans turned to housing
action committees and agitation over
Catholic civil rights in Protestant-ruled
Northern Ireland.

They expelled and purged tradi-
tionalists throughout the country, evolv-
ing a Stalinist regime. Opposition to this
turn often took the form of a reflex
defence of militarism.

The birth of the Provos

In August 1969 anti-Catholic violence
erupted in the Six Counties — partly
triggered by the success of the
Republ.\cans housing and civil rights
agitation in mobilising the Catholics.
The Republican movement was un-
prepared and almost totally disarmed,
incapable of defending the Catholic
ghettoes. Impatient Republicans blamed
this on the turn towards politics, and de-
nounced the Stalinist influence. In
Dfefumber 1969 the Provisional IRA split
off.

They denounced the Official
Republicans as ‘extreme socialists’, seek-
ing to establish a totalitarian dlctalor-

ship, and as Marxist:

1t is pretty firmly estabhshed that the
Provisionals, certainly those in the
North, had encouragement, includirg
money, from elements in the ruling
Fianna Fail party in the South. Until it
made a sharp change of policy in April
1970, the 26 Counties government chan-
nelled money and other support to the
Northern Catholics, and Prime Minister
Jack Lynch said that the 26 Counties ar-
my “would not stand idly by” and let
the Catholics in the North be massacred.

But whatever about that, the Provi-
sional movement soon took on a logic of
its own.

It grew very quickly, essentially as a
militia of the Catholic ghettoes and in-
itially with a purely defensive concept of
its role. In Belfast the Provos numbered
a few dozen at the beginning of 1970,
and over a thousand by early 1971.

They recruited on a pOlle of smele

ition to British i and

socialist
Answer

Then in August 1971, internment
without charge or trial, and exclusively
for Catholics, was introduced. It com-
pleted the alienation of the Catholic
community.

The Provos grew greatly. Many of the
young radicals of 1968-9 joined them.
The social reality of the Six Counties,
the logic and power of the- socialist
Republican ideas of James Connolly,
and the example of revolutions like
those of Cuba and Vietnam, radicalised
the Provo rank and file in the North.
Under the formally right-wing platform
staked out by the Provisional leaders in
1969, militant left wing currents
developed.

The split with the Official
Republicans was not mended. After
mid-l972 the majority of the Officials

to veer towards abandoning
chublxcmlsm Today they are the
Workers” Party, venomously anti-
nationalist, denouncing the Provos as
“fascists’.

And the radicalisation within the Pro-
visionals has remained confined to
segments of a politically unclear move-
ment, still essentially bound together by
commitment to the military struggle
against the British Army in the Six
Counties.

The IRSP

Another Republican faction emerged
from a split in the Officials. At the end
of 1974 Seamus Costello led a split
which became the Irish Republican
Socialist Party. Though he had been one
of the foremost advocates of a ‘political
turn’, Costello opposed and fought the
drift of the Officials to exclusive reliance
on the ballot box and their abandon-
ment of the goal of Irish national

e O a5

especially the British Army, present on
the ‘streets of Northern Ireland since
August 1969.

The British Army’s heavy-handed
policing of Northern Ireland had
brought it more and more into conflict
with the Catholics who had initially
welcomed it. The Army’s role was essen-
tially to keep the balance within the ar-
tificial Six Counties state, which had a
built-in bias in favour of the Pro-
testants. The Catholics were the trouble-
makers. The Army responded with CS
gas against rioting youths.

And so the Provos grew. Somewhere
along the line a decision was taken to go
on to the offensive. The first soldiers
were killed early in 1971, and there was a
spate of bombings.

an

The IRSP set out to create a revolu-
tionary socialist Republican movement
opposing both British imperialism and
Irish capitalism on a day-to-day basis,
both sides of the Border. It said it would
concern itself with the workers’ struggles
in the South much more seriously than
the Provisionals did.

But when Seamus Costello was killed
by the Official IRA in 1977, it was a
fatal blow to the IRSP. It has since
declined and fragmented; its armed
wing, the INLA, has become more
notoriously reckless and anti-Protestant
than the Provos.

The form of ‘socialist Republicanism’
which the IRSP tried to organise is still
strong, however, influencing people on
the fringes of the Provos and inside too.
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The Republicans

The Provos in the '70s

The Provos fell into the doldrums in
late 1973 and early 1974, when a power-
sharing Executive was being set up and
operated in Northern Ireland.

They were pushed very much to the
sidelines during the decisive struggle bet-
ween the Protestants and the British
government in May 1974.

Then the IRA’s first response to the
wreck of Britain’s strategy was a surge
of energetic militarism, which included a
stepped-up campaign in Britain. ‘When
things slowed down, it became clear that
the Republican movement was seriously
disoriented. It must have been pretty
clear to many in the movement that they
had been decisively checkmated by the
Protestant General Strike. The days of
1972, when the Provos were able to get
direct talks with the British government,
were long t. Prospects for any im-
mediate political change in Ireland were

bleak.

For most of 1975 there was an IRA
ceasefire in Northern Ireland. This was
the year in which Britain’s Labour
government set up an elected assembly
to try to work out an agreed constitution
to replace the one that the Protestant
workers wrecked in 1974.

Sinn Fein was allowed to set up ‘inci-
dent centres’, recognised by the British
authorities, through which a con-
siderable amount of contact and col-
laboration took place.

1976, the constitutional
assembly’s Protestant majority reported
its conclusions to the British govern-
ment: that majority (that is, Protestant)
rule be restored immediately. Britain re-
jected this. It decided to make an end to
the search for political solutions, and to
go all-out to stabilise the Six Counties.

This meant making military defeat of
the IRA the central immediate goal. The
IRA was both the direct source of the
Catholic military offensive against the
British Army, and the indirect cause of
the Protestant unrest.

Towards the hunger
strikes

Britain launched a new offensive
against the IRA. As always, it translated
itself into a savage assault on the
Catholic community, a sizeable part of
which gives active or passive support to
the IRA. This assault massively
alienated the Catholic population; the
IRA recruited, reorganised itself on a
tighter cell structure, and fought back.
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In 1976 the Labour government
withdrew, for all paramilitaries con-
victed after April 1976, the ‘special
status’ conceded by the Tories in 1972.
Republican prisoners began the ‘blanket
protest’. They refused to wear prison
clothes. When confined to their cells in
blankets, they refused to ‘slop out’.

Outside, Relatives Action Committees
agitated and built up support. Over five

ears the Catholic mass movement
renewed itself, focusing on the
prisoners.

By the time Bobby Sands was elected
MP, and died on hunger strike — the
first of ten — in 1981, the Catholic mass
movement was on a scale not seen since
1972. There were even stirrings in the
South, for the first time since 1972.

‘When the hunger strike was over, the
Republican leaders had to decide what
to do about the fact that their main gains
had been political gains. The feeble state
of the SDLP made politics — the chance
to become the electorally re i
representative of the Catholic communi-

of their ranks. Scattered over the surface
of Irish society, they lacked organic con-
tact, involvement, or concern, as a
political movement, with the social pro-
blems of either workers or
farmers.

In the North in the *70s it was dif-
ferent. The Catholics of the cities and
towns were the specially oppressed, in
semi-permanent unemployment, sunk in
poverty and often in hopelessness.

In addition, the leaders of the
Republican movement and its activists
saw their own reflection in movements
of the oppressed throughout the world,
just as the Catholics of Derry in the late
*60s saw themsclves as the co
of the Blacks in the USA.

Apart and aside from all questions of
political conviction, a movement like the
Provisionals in conditions like Northern
Ireland’s has an imperious reason to be
radical — it needs to attach as many
people as possible to its nationalist
cause. Social agitation and becoming in-
volved in community politics has the

dati to the Irish-

ty — irresistible to the Provo

After years of wasting and going to
seed in the no-politics wilderness impos-
ed in Northern Ireland by Britain after
1976, the SDLP had been forced by the
feeling in the Catholic community into
reluctant, tepid support for the hunger
strike. It was pushed into the invidious
position of indirectly supporting the
Provisionals, thereby conceding a
tremendous moral advantage to them.

A new approach rose out of the grave
of Bobby Sands MP. ‘An armalite in
one hand, and a ballot paper in the
other’, became the self-definition of the
radical wing of the Republicans, based
in the North. This was the politics that
took over the national organisation at
the Sinn Fein Ard Fheis (conference) of
November 1983.

The contradictions in the
radicalisation of Sinn Fein

The radicalisation was accompanied
by a turn away from any serious notion
of conciliating the Protestant workers.
In 1972 the Provisionals had adopted the
policy of a federal united Ireland which,
in however confused a way, did (as one
Provo leader put it) “extend the hand of

same

separatist physical-force politician in
Belfast as to the parliamentary Liberal
politician in Liverpool — it builds sup-
port, it makes the politician the cham-
pion of the community.

The political faction of the Provi-
sionals initially presented their ideas to
the movement as an essential part of the
social logistics of fighting a prolonged
guerilla war which, they said, might last
for 20 years.

The turn to politics, to social issues,
and to the left, thus is and was com-
promised by two fatal limitations. It re-
mains subordinate and ancillary to the
military campaign, which is still the cen-
tral unifying principle of the Provos.
And it is a turn confined to one com-
munity in Northern Ireland’s divided
working class.

Sinn Fein election candidates will
campaign, for example, for better bus
services — but for better bus services for
Catholic areas.

The left Republican
tradition
The other strand woven into the Pro-

vos’ new approach is the powerful
historical t(adition of left-wing populist

friendship’’ to the Protestant people of
Northern Ireland.

Now federalism was rejected as a sop
to ‘pro-imperialists’, and implicitly
replaced by a perspective of forcing the
British state to force the Protestants into
a united Ireland. Provo leftists con-
tinued to talk about reaching out to the
Protestant workers — but said it would
be possible only after a united Ireland
had been imposed.

There are other contradictions in the
radicalisation of the Provos, contradic-
tions rooted deep in the history of Irish
Republicanism.

One reason why the Republicans in
the *40s and *50s had been so unrelieved-
ly right-wing — in contrast to the 208
and "30s. and earlier — was the thinness

‘We must turn to the men of no pro-
perty, said Wolfe Tone in the 1790s, and
his words were deliberately picked up
and repeated by the socialist Republican
Liam Mellowes writing from Mountjoy
jail in 1922 about the deal that the
southern Irish bourgeoisie had made
with the British Empire to subvert and
overthrow the Irish Republic. Mellowes
was shot by the Free State government in
December 1922.

In the aftermath of the defeat of the
Republicans and the consolidation of
the Free State government, this idea was
taken up by George Gilmore and Paedar
O’Donnell. Their politics was a genuine
populism — radicalism basing itself on
‘the people’ in general rather than the



working class in parti

icular.
This native strand of left

physical force on principle and absten-
tion from parlmmenluy polmm have re-
mained

mg

towards workmg-class politics, met up
with the Stalinists in the 1930s, and had
all its nationalist limits reinforced and
strengthened. The notion of the two-
stage revolution — first wmplete the
“‘bourgeois rcvohllmn, and only then
fight for socialism — was translated into
“Irish’ as the idea that national in-
dependence had to be oompleted’ asa
first stage towards sociali

“First win the broad oommon demand
for the independent national Republic
— and then go for the Workers’
Republic’ was the slogan of the majonty
of the left-wing

against being dlsv.racted !he way to en-
sure that social questions cut channels to
the national question and do not
displace it.

Traditional Republicans are intran-
sigent revolutionaries. Their revolu-
tionism consists in a stark rejection of
existing political and state structures,
and the pursuit of other, ideal, alter-
native structures.

The goal is ‘The Republic’ — a slogan
which represents a mystical future state
of ideal freedom, harmony and pro-
sperity enurely beyand the modest raal

which included the Stalinists, in 1934

These ideas gained mﬂuence in the
1970s because they seemed to offer a
reconciliation of socialist and radical
goals with an immediate focus on the na-
tionalist war in the Six Counties —
begun by the Provisionals in their right-
wing phase.

Abandoning
abstentionism

In November 1986 the men who
founded the Provisionals in 1969-70,
Rory O’Brady and David O’Connell,
broke away to form a new

united Ireland The ideal future
Repllbllc represents the ideal will of the
e; all existing institutions are the

work of traitors and foreign influences.
Physical force i is the only practical action
that is as decisive for the
work of  substituting tlle desired ideal for

exists now.

Thus the fetishes of physical force on

The Republicans

mil-‘““"

geialis‘

Are the Provos
socialist?

It is indisputable that many, or even
most, of the members of the Republican
movement want it to be a left-wing and
socialist movement, based upon and
championing the working class and
working farmer:

Sinn Fein deﬁnes itself as based on the
1916 declaration of the Irish Republic
and on the 1919 ‘Democratic

principle and
and reinforce each other to sustain a sort
of revolutionary pol
But it is not saaally revolutionary.
that is why so many Republican
groups which moved away fmm absten-
tionism have also moved away from any

Republican Sinn Fein.

They walked out when Sinn Fein
voted by the necessary two-thirds ma-
jority to end its 64-year-old policy of
refusing to take any seats in the Dublin
parliament. Sinn Fein had decided three
Eﬂég earlier to take seats if elected to lhe

sort of y politics.

A Marxist working-class o1 organisation
can use tactics and techniques in a varied
way, working in a bourgeois parliament
and trade unions or through armed
street-fighting, and remain all the while
true to itself. But once the tactical
fetishes that separated those ex-

but
boycott Westminster and will boycon
any further Belfast parliament.

O’Brady and O’Connell had also
fought against the change of line on
federalism. Only 30-odd of the 160
delegates who voted against the change
of policy on taking seats in Dublin walk-
ed out with them, and Republican Sinn
Fein remains a small group. Nevertheless
the split was significant.

Republican history has a recurrent
pattern of groupings which move away
from commitment to physical force on
principle towards politics — and become
more or less radical bourgeois
parliamentary parties.

Such was the ongm of Fine Gael,
which is the descendant of the party
founded by the who set

groups from the existing
bourgeois and petty-bourgeois order
were cleared away, there was notl
solid to maintain their revolutionary
stance.

A physical-f

prmclple lnsh Repubhmmsm has many
things panish

in common with anar-
chism. Its repeated fate in rdanon to
government is similar to that of the anar-
chists who ‘denied” politics and the state
for decades, and then during the Spanish
Civil War joined the Popular Front
government of the R:pnbhc (whxch
repressed rank and file anar
The anarchists dcmed lhe state, but
the state is necessary. It cannot be
at this stage of social develop-

up the Free State in the 1920s. Such was
the origin of Fianna Fail, set up by
Republicans who entered Dublin
parliamentary politics in the 1930s; of
Clann na Poblachta, a venture into
parliamentary politics by left
Republicans in the 1940s which quickly
collapsed; and of the Workers’ Party,
which was the Official Republican
movement.

‘Why has there been this pam:m"

ment. It must be either the bourgeois
state or the workers’ state.

The §p Civil War convinced
some of the anarchist leaders that the
state was . But then they could
only relate to it by betraymg themselves.

.Having no programme capable of deal-

ing with reality, they accepted the ex-

isting state and became its prisoners.
That is why the Provos® shift towards

g:xs'umpanon in parhamcmary pol.mc;

of the Irish parliament,

Bo(h those documents had a certain
radical édge to them in their own time.
The 1919 document was drafted by the
Irish labour leaders, and adopted by
Dail Eireann in return for the labour
movement subordinating itself to the
nationalists during the struggle with
Britain for independence.

But they are not documents of social
radicalism today. They do no more than
talk vaguely about the state having social
responsibilities, treating ‘the children of
the nation’ equally, and so on. Before
the Welfare State that was radical, but
today even many Tories would at least
pay lip-service to such principles.

The Provos remain a loose populist
party which cannot in its prﬁmt form
function as a scnous force for
in Ireland. Indeed, because of its
attitude to the Protestant workers in
Northern Ireland, it is bound, despite
good mumlons. to work against
working-class

It remains the mili leadershlp and
militia of the oppressed Catholics, and
for that reason deserves the support of
Britis] against the British state
in Northern Ireland. But there should be
no illusions about its socialist
pretensions.

The Provos and the
Protestants

The populism of the Provos is
expressed in the vagueness of their ideas
of socialism, but also, and crucially, in
!lllclr attitude to the Protestant working
class

Since the Protestants include the bxg
majority of the workis
Northern Ireland, an attitude m tll:

Because th
single-issue movemem Onto the stem of
that single issue, radical social politics
have been grafted at different times over
the decades; but the twin axioms of

may destabilise it funher For the pre-
sent their commitment to physical force
on principle remains strong, and the
traditionalist breakaway small.

also u'npllcs an attitude to
lhe working class, and has decisive
implications for the identification and
definition of the force that will bring
socialism. Whatever the Provos mean by
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socialism, it is something to be created
by the Catholic community, not by the
working class, Catholic and Protestant
ike.
Socialism is equated with anti-
imperialism, and anti-imperialism with
the military struggle in the North.

not address their most important
concerns.

But the Provos’ politics would still be
Catholic communalism even if they got
mass support in the South.

It is not only undesirable, but
mposs:blc. to press the Northern

int

Sectarianism is asa
creation of Britain — and the answer to
sectarianism, therefore, is once again the
military struggle in the North.

The Protestant workers are seen not in
social, class, terms, but almost
exclusw:ly as a catspaw of Britain and as
the embodiment of sectarianism.

By a process of redefining terms,
therefore, non-sectarian socialism is
equated (for immediate activity) with a
narrow nationalist militarism.
Recklessness in relation to the
Protestant workers is justified in terms
of political intransigence against
Loyalism.

‘Thus the ‘socialist’ element becomes a
matter of sentiments, aspirations, and
faith in the natmnahs! struggle somehow

‘growing over’ into socialism. The
immediate practice is nationalist — or in
fact, by means of defining the Catholics

as ‘the nationalist community’, Catholic
communa.hsl

Yet there can be no genuine socialist
revolution in Ireland without the
participation of the decisive core of the
Protestant workmg class.

The idea of socm.hsm created by a
military elite, no matter how much
support it has in the Catholic
community and no matter how good the
back-up services it creates by community
politics, is inconsistent with working-
class self-liberation.

‘At the end of its 1985 Ard Fheis, Sinn
Fein voted, against its leaderslnp s
opposition, for a woman’s right to
choose on abortion. The 1986 Ard Fheis
promptly reversed the vote. Sinn Fein
remains a tholic party, both at
leadership level and at the level of its
rank and file and broad support.

Why Sinn Fein cannot lead
a struggle for socialism

Because of the fact that they make the
‘armed struggle’ in the North central,
the Provos have been unable to win
much support in the South. A
programme which makes the forcible
inclusion of the Northern Protestants
into a united Ireland its centrepiece does
not and cannot attract the mass of
Southern workers. It cannot and does

IRELAND.
The

Socialis¢

Answep

0 a united Ireland by
Calhchc military force; a serious drive
to do it could only end in civil war and
bitter repartition. The Provos’ current
politics are thus unable even to win a
free united Ireland, let alone socialism.
Central to Irish polmcs is the fact that
between a quarter and a fifth of the
people of Ireland are the main obstacles
to Irish unity. But in Sinn Fein politics,

the history of British crimes against
Ireland, and the reality of British army
brutality in Northern Ireland now, are
used to obscure and muddle this — to
present the problem of the Protestants
as merely a sub-section of the problem
of British occupation.

This means evading the nature of the
basic problem which any organisation
which wants to forge Irish unity — let
alone Irish working-class unity — must
face and solve.

Irjsh workers who really want to fight
for a socialist Ireland will have to reject
and go beyond the politics of Sinn Fein,
and take their stand on working-class
Marxist socialism.

Stop the

military
campaig

An open letter to Gerry
Adams, November 1987

ou have said publicly that you

deeply regret the slaughter and

havoc caused by the Provisional
IRA bomb in Enniskillen last Sunday.

I'm sure you do. Not only have you
slaughtered and maimed innocent
people attending a religious service, you
have also dealt a grievous blow to the
cause you want to serve — Irish unity.

But you have neither acknowledged
nor apologised for the Catholic sectarian
side of Sunday’s massacre — though
that is the side of it which will be most in
the minds of Ireland’s Protestant com-
munity, and especially of Protestants in
areas of Northern Ireland where
Catholics are in the majority, as they are
in Fermanagh.

This carnage brings out clearly how
sharply what you do contradicts what
you want to achieve. The constitutional
nationalist John Hume was right to
descnbe the Enmsklllcn slaughter as a

“‘sectarian’ provocation’’. You say you
want a united Ireland — and you com-
mit a sectarian atrocity like this against
the community without whose consent
there will never be a united Ireland!

Whatever you want to do or think you
do, Mr Adams, your movement does not
work for a united Ireland. The entire
logic of your military campaign points
not towards a united Ireland but
towards bloody repartition by way of
sectarian civil war — a war made up of
such acts as Enniskillen.

Even if you gain your immediate ob-
jective, British withdrawal, through
your military campaign, that will only be
the first step towards the tragedy of sec-
tarian civil war — out of which can only

come repartition.

Irish nationalists like Eamonn De
Valera abjured violence against the Pro-
testants as a means of uniting Ireland
because they knew that the most it could
achieve would be to shift the border east
and north, incorporating some of the Six
Counties territory into the Republic.
The 16 year long war which your move-
ment has waged proves that they were
right on that. What was wrong about De
Valera’s approach was his social an
political programme, not the lack of
gunfire.

Doing what is necessary to defend
Catholic communities in Northern
Ireland against attacks by Orange bigots
or British forces is one thing. Trying to
unite Ireland by guerilla war against the
British Army — and, in fact, against the
Northern Ireland Protestant community
— is another.

It is a war you cannot win. It is a
misconceived war. Its objective — Irish
unity — cannot be won by war. It can
only be won if the consent of the Irish
minority is won.

Your war is premlsed on radical

and

ideological lies.

It is not ‘British imperialism’ that
keeps Ireland divided. Fundamentally, it
is the refusal of the Protestant-Unionist
Irish minority, who are the majority in
north-east Ulster, to accept the status of
a permanent minority in a Catholic
state.

A campaign aimed at_re-uniting
Ireland by military force is thus in-
evitably a war directed more against the
Protestant community than against the



British state.

An effective Republican movement
should be fight sectarianism in all forms,
advocating a federal united Ireland with
regional autonomy for the Protestant-
majority area, and striving to unite
workers in struggles for jobs, wages and
conditions. It should ruthlessly reject all
green-nationalist rhetoric and all pro-
vocative actions that divide workers. We
cannot unite Ireland without uniting
Irish people. James Connolly was right
when he wrote: “Ireland without her
people means nothing to me.””

Yours is a war waged in the name of
the Irish people, but actually based only
on the Six Counties Catholic minority —
and even on a minority of that minority.
Your support in the rest of Ireland is
minis:

Your chances of winning over the
Northern Ireland majority are nil.
fact you don’t try. Everything your
movement has done over many years is
proof that you have no interest in trying.
Both your political aims — a unitary all-
Ireland state, which would inevitably be
Catholic-dominated — and your
methods — a guerilla war against the
British state and against the Protestant
community, are based on one communi-
ty only.

A war against the Protestant com-
munity? Yes, Mr Adams, there is no
other way to describe it, whether we are

king about what happened in En-
niskillen or about the killing of Protes-
tant workers earlier in 1987 after they
had been labelled as “‘military targets”
for doing jobs somehow related to main-
taining the army or police.

The slaughter of the innocents in En-
niskillen will convince many of Sinn
Fein’s erstwhile supporters that the Pro-
visional IRA’s war has landed your
movement — and all of Northern
Ireland’s society — in a bloody dead-

end. It should convince the socialists
within Sinn Fein that the military cam-
palgn needs to be called off now.

No good can come of this campaign.
There is nothing revolutionary about

itarism-on-principle. Even  if thxs
campaign should succeed in forcmg the
British to withdraw — and it won’t do
that — then it will not unite Ireland, but
bloodily redivide it...forever.

Enough is enough!
ushi John O’Mahony
Editor, Socialist Organiser.

Proveos and

T
“ianst
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Protestants

This excerpt from Gerry Adams’ speech
to the Sinn Fein Ard Fheis (conference) in
January 1989 represents the fu

new Sinn Fein has gone in reco‘nlslng
the need to reach out to the Protestants.

It raises many of the right questions; but
gives no answers.

ince our last Ard Fheis I had a

series of discussions with a

number of Northern Protestants.
These discussions crystalised for me the
need for Republicans to understand the
pe‘rcepdons and fears of this section of our

e majority of Northern Protestants
Iocked into their support for unionism and
imperialism see the demand for Irish na-
tional independence as 8 demand for a crea-
tion of a Catholic state and an end to their
Protestant identity. Many of them wrongly
conclude when Republicans call for a
Bril drawal that we include them in
that withdrawal scenario. Their fears are
fed by the mcﬁnnlry utterances and antics
of seclarllll

ﬂmu, ﬂmngh foreign to
n-m. Repnbl]mns are held by many Nor-
thern Protestants. They represent a barrier

which we must consistently try to break
down. When we consider the gulf of pain
and hate and the years of physical separa-
tion that exists between ourselves and the
Northern Protestant population this is a
formidable task. Yet it is one to which we
must umlin committed.

1t may be crystal clear to Republicans
that the Protestant population have got It
wrong about our political intentions but this
sincere conviction is not sufficient. Their
perceptions are equally sincere and we have
10 see ourselves from their point of view.
‘The Republican analysis is correct in seeing
the defeat of imperialism ss the key to
peace and justice on this island.

Many Republicans who understand this
and who understand the centrality of im-
perialism to the conflict underestimate or
have yet to consider the trauma that will be
experienced by the Protestant population
when the union with Britain is severed.
How can we lessen that trauma? Or indeed,

can it be lessened at all? Our education as
Republicans wil be incomplete until we
have developed an understanding of all this.

Our search for peace has to rise above
the consequences of imperialist rule if the
post-partition independent Ireland is ind
to be based on the unity of Catholic, Pro-
testant and Dissenter.
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Some economic facts

NORTH AND SOUTH TODAY
The South is now slightly more
industrialised than the North. This is a
big change from the previous pattern.
North

Value added: % industrial 371%  35%
Industrial (excluding utilities)
% of civilian employment  29%  27%
(EEC slallsllcs 1984).

head is on average almost
exaclly the same in the South as in the
North. Social benefits are also on similar
levels — 1982 figures (from EEC) for
social benefits per head of total
po&uéauon were UK £1110, 26 Counties

Major differences:

® Southern industry - is much more
modern. Electronics accounts for over a
third of manufactunng exports. Metals
and engineering account for 38% of
value added, office and data processing
equlpmenl for 19% (Financial Times

a slightly higher lverue living
standard than orkers; but
to see the Protuunt worker: as the
pampered pets of imperialism and the
Southern workers as ‘Third World’
people makes no sense.

THE TRANSFORMATION OF THE 26
COUNTIES SINCE 1958

1960-1 Mid-80s
9% of working population

in agriculture 3%  17%
Urbanisation 46% 56%
Manufacturing % of

exports 1%

% of exports to UK 7% 35%
% of exports to other

EEC countries 0%  34%

(Figures from World Bank and Oxford
Economic Atlas of the World. Earlier figure
for muufacluring exports is 1955.)
Ireland is now an advanced
capitalist country. It is on roughly the

alone, 21% (Michael Farrell, Northern
Ireland: the Orange State). The North

exported manufactured goods
mtemauonally (a large proportion to the
US); the South, agricultural produce,
mainly to Britain

17th century: The bulk of Ireland’s
land seized and given to English or
Anglo-Irish landlords or farmers. Plans
to clear the native Irish from large areas
and replace them by settlers generally
fail; the only large area when English
and Scots settlers become the ma]onty is
in the north-east, and that is as much
due to free migration as government

Selm feudal land relations, but under
the ‘Ulster Custom’ Protestant tenants
in the north-east have more security and
a property right on improvements they
make to the land. Attempts to clear
peasants off land to make room for
sheep and cattle. Big outflow of cash to
absentee English landlords.

18th century: The ‘Protestant
Ascendancy’ established, with ‘P
Laws’ against Catholics. Growth of
linen industry, especially in the north-
east, as a rural cottage industry. Weaver-

8.7.86). Chemicals are now the next same level, as measured by National ; peasants do deal with merchant

major sector. Income per head, as n Europe. ra\‘.her Kk for
In the North, 40% of jobs in Inmmsdthelmroductlun of modern  jndustrial capitalists.

between in the mnwscde, After 1800 (Act of Union): decline of

1979 and the mid-'80s. The remaining it has long been in advance industry in South, rise of Belfast

mduslry is generally old-fashioned and
leclining.

. The Sonth is still more rural and
agricultural. In the North a huge role is
Iayed by public service employment —
36% of (olal employment (Irish Times
26.8.85). With even higher unemploy-
ment that the South (around 20 per
cent), over half the North’s population
is directly dependent on the British state
for income (wage or benefit) (Insh
Times . 26.8.85).
subsidy from Britain to Nonhcm
Ireland is £1.5 billion a year, about 30%
of Northern Ireland’s total income.

So: economically the North is a
drain on British capitalism, which has
however been able to establish
profitable relations with the
independent South.

The condition of the working class
is worse in the North than in the South
— Northern Ireland is the worse-off
region in the EEC after Calabria in
Southern ltaly.

Protestant workers in the North are
slightly better off than Catholic
workers — Catholic ummployment is
two and a Protestant

workers may, Moro. possibly have

Southern Europe, since the hndlnrd!
were bought out after 1903.

IRELAND AND FOREIGN CAPITAL
80% of the 26 Counties’ manufacturing
exports are produced by foreign-owned
companies, which also employ almost
half the country’s manufacturing
workers — and repatriate 60% of their
profits. The 26 Counties also has a huge
foreign debt.

But two other facts should be born in
mind before this feature is cited as proof
that the 26 Counties are still a ‘semi-
colony’.

Most of the foreign-owned companies
are not from the country which the 26
Counties would pres\lmably be a semi-
colony of — Britain. Of about 900
foreign-owned oompames, over 300 are
US-owned, 130 West German, and only
200 or so UK—owned

And Ireland been exporting
capital since the 1870s By 1914 Ireland
was a creditor country and
capitalists had total investments abmad
of £150 million (L M Cullen, An
economic history of Ireland since 1660).
A survey in 1964 found that Ireland had
the fourth highest level of investment
income from  abroad, head of
in the world‘ Its inflow of

The
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investment income was $104 million, its
outflow $67 million (Britain’s Invisible
1967, chapter on World
Companson of Invisibles). Only in more
recent years has the inflow of capital to
Ireland made it a clear debtor country.

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

At the time of Partition there was a smk
contrast between the North and
South. In 1911 Ulster had 48% of all
Ireland’s industrial workers, and Belfast

industry (linen, shipbuilding,
engineering). Before 1800 most of the

linen trade from the north-east had gone
through Dublin merchants; after 1800 it
goes through Belfast. By 1835 Belfast is
a busier port than Dublin. mm is no
integrated all-Ireland econom;

After Famine of 1840s.  massive
depopulation. — people replaced by
sheep and cattle.

After 1885, and especially after
Wyndham Land Act of 1903: Britain
government decides to ‘buy out’
landlords to pacify Irish countryside. A
‘bourgeois revolution’ on the land —
from above:

1920-1: Pm.mon Southern Ireland

gains partial independence from Britain,
wluch over the following decades it
makes complete. Northern lxelnnd
remains attached to Britain, but with
home rule as a ‘Protestant state for a
Protestant people’.

After 1932: 26 Counties shifts to
economic nationalism. ‘Economic War’
between 26 Counties and Britain.
Industrial employment expands by 50%
between 1931 and 1938, but at a cost.

From mid-1950s: With the old
nauonnhst policy leading to stagnation,

Counties reopens its economy to
the world market. Meanwhile Northern
Ireland’s industries, founded in the 19th
century, are declining.

1972: Ireland joins the EEC. Major
benefits for Irish farmers.

Ireland today is highly integrated into
the international economy. The 26
Counties exports over 50 per cent of
what it produces, and is increasingly tied
in to the EEC. Any economic policy
today seeking to cut Ireland off from the
rest of the world economy is utopian and
reactionary.




A C€atholiec state
for a €atholic

people?

“H the old Protestant Stormont
Parliament, with the full backing of the
Protestant  Church, against the

Roman Catholic community and by
lnunlllivlly to Roman Catholic

VlﬂmGﬂﬂIl,dmolS(l’lqu,

he abortion in the 26

an embryo has a soul from the beginn-
ing, and abortion is therefore infan-
ticide.

Most of the opponents of the amend-
ment are asmnst abortie ion. Some ike
itzgerald — against the
ment on the grounds that, beeuuse of
ambiguous wording, it could lead to

legalised abortion

Behind the argument about wordms
there was also a

The
Socialist
Ans“f

ed ideas about liberty of conscience, and

of the relationship of the individual and

l§|s or her conscience to Church and
tate.

On “every count the referendum has
been an attempt at a Catholic trium-
phalist assertion of the dominance of
one side over the other. On 7 September
1983 the Irish constitution was explicitly
identified with the Catholic church. The

ment about the role of the Car.hohc
urch in Irish society.

The amendment was tailored to fit
Catholic social teaching. The Protestant
churches in the South opposed the
They are against abortion,

Counties in 1983 led some before

the poll to talk of a ‘new partition
of Ireland’. The result showed they were
right.

In a very low turn-out (M%)thae
wasntwo-to-onemajomymmsenmlo
the constitution a ban on abortion
(which is already illegal).

For the sponsors of the :efu:ndmn it
was, however, a very q ledvmry
Onlyonethnd of the electorate voted

lhemofﬂwwlmtry And the senior
partner in coalition government,

Fine Gael, was heavily divided.
The youth of Fine Gael campaigned
openly for a no vote. At the end prime
Garret Fitzgerald came out,

but not as nneondmonn.lly or obsesswely
, Dean of

S! Pltrlck’s, Dllblm pnt it like this:
““There can be no true Republicanism
vnthout equ.hty f recognition, and this
the toleration of different views

Chnrches,end:han;thgnghtwexu

cause with the
Catholic cause.
Fianna Fail ldmuf jed wmpleuly with

the amendmen After a
20-minute (1) meeung of -
ary deputich, Fianna Fall decided to

The
Republican Party — and the party which
the “left R:p\lb]wln lRSP. for example,

IntheNornh theSDLanontym
for a yes vote.

en Sean
founder of Ammty son of the 1916
IRAi

moral
and mme havm; the right to enforce
theirs on others.
““At present we must admit, however
reluctantly, there is no strong commit
memm sutetn-nyhndofumted

Ammveblwhubemdﬂlnothe
pretence that the Southern political par-
ties really want a united Ireland.

Thclnshpeoplelsdmded ‘Whatever

e of
pulled out all the stops in their cam-
paign, and they had a lot in their favour.
The South of Ireland has long been a
Cathe mservative

repressive puritanism since the
mid-19th century Famine.
Tho the society has

changed
massively in the last 25 years, with in-
dustrialisation and urbanisation, the
forces of Catholicism and conservatism
are still nmng Over 80% of the people
still go to Mass regularly.

‘Those at the top of the Catholic
hierarchy made pseudo-liberal
statements that people should vou ac-
cordmg to their consciences. The lower

lergy made every pulpu a polmml plat-
form for the *

provincial press
t.hem they had the Catholic leadnng that

roots, and
pohneal/mnomlc underpinnings, thls
itself in the

the Catholic and Pro'mntpeopleasa
matter of religion — to which are attach-

What do the Irish people want?

n opinion poll in February
1988 asked people in North-
ern Ireland what political
solution they wanted.
Among Catholics 31 per cent wanted 2
home-rule government for Northern
with power-sharing, 25 per cent wanted a
united Ireland.
apunmolmmudlmqn-
tion of Northern Ireland with
'u-ec-ln-u-d-lq niu-hrnu-n

onhtblw--“l-njomyll
only one
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For the recerd

The Workers’ Party

politics, putting forward

t the (Ard Fheis)
where the former Official
Republican movement chang-

ed its name to The Workers’ Party, a
Dublin solicitor, Pat McCartan, argued
in favour of the name change that it
would allow ple and

reasonable and balanced proposals on
all the issues of the day — within the
parameters of the existing system.
Involvement in the Southern political
establishment on this basis is already
ravaging the Workels Party’s socialist

tradesmen”’ to feel at home with the par-
ty.
He wasn’t making a music-hall joke.
He knew what he was talking about.
The dropping of the Republican name
followed a sweeping of

to the ex-
isting slrul:!llrcs will inevitably mire it
completely in the bog of bourgeois, anti-
workmg-class

‘When lhey called themselves
Republicans, they used to talk about

traditional revolutionary repubhcan at-
titudes, and the Workers’ Party name
has not stopped the party voting for
Haughey as prime minister and guarded-
ly supporting both the Anglo-Irish
Agreement and the Toncs‘ prevlons
“Prior initiative’ for ‘d

the Irish is revolu-

tion (nauonal independence) as the

necessary first stage, before starting on

the second stage — the struggle for

. They are still trap in that
Stahmst s(ases theory of revolution.

Now they denounce the Irish

It played a big role in bourgeols politics
for a while, holding the balance in the
Dail. In 1948 it yomed a Fine
Gael/Labour coalition government.

‘When the Catholic Bishops vetoed the
establishment of free medical care for
pregnant women, mothers and infants,
the party repudiated its own Minister of
Health, Dr Noel Browne. The coalition
collapsed and Clann na Poblachta rapid-
ly fell apart.

History never repeats itself exactly,
but the Workers’ Party has all the ingre-
dients of a shghdy more radical version
of Clann na Poblachta.

The additional featllre of the
Workers’ Party is the Stalinist influence.
‘The Workers’ Party supponed, for ex-
ample, General Jaruzelski’s military
coup and the supprmslon of the

devolution in Northern l.rdand.

The WP calls for the building of a
workers’ party on an all-Ireland basis. It
claims to be recruiting Protestant
workers in the North. It bitterly de-
nounces the contention of *‘the Fianna
Fail/SDLP/Provo axis” that Northern
Ireland has failed as a political entity. Its
soluucm to the Northern conflict is

for not having

the country. They say that the im-
mediate task, the task that has to be ac-
complished before starting a direct
struggle for socialism, is the ‘Irish in-
dustrial revolution’. And their role in
that task is reformist pressure and
Parliamentary deals.

There is a pwedzm In the l9::)s,

peace, work, class
politics’

Now mﬂuence has frequently been
gained by Labour and parties in

Northern Ireland on the shallow ground
of trade-union and economic issues, but
it has never withstood the disruptive
power of communal and sectarian, not
to speak of republican, politics.

The leaders of the Workers’ Party
should have learned this the hard way in
the late *60s, when their snlpposnleld];e)"i Illllll-
fying civil ngh campaign aro the
Catholics but alienated the Protestants.
After leading Catholics to take a first
step of calling for civil rights, the second
step had to be to tackle the root reason
why they had been deprived of civil
rights — partition.

The Workers’ Party’s solution to the
communal divisions in the North is
essentially to bury its head in the sand
and pretend that this time, despite all
Previous experience, working class unity
can be built on a of economic
issues and socialist propaganda.

In the meantime its approach is to be a
responsible and ‘constructive’ force in

IREL 4
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of seeking a
way out of the blind alley politics of
physical force on principle and absten-
tion from the existing political struc-
tures, formed a p called Clann Na
Poblachta, led by Sean MacBride, a
Chief of Staff of Llle IRA in the 1930s.
It was a mildly reformist organisation.

workers” Poland.
Workers Party l&dcr Sean Garland
leclared: ““It was clear that the Polish
armcd forces had to take action to stop
it sl:d:ng into anarchy and total chaos
and ultnnalely endmg in the hands of
imperialism”. No-one should accuse
these defenders of the Anglo-Irish
Agrecmcnt of forgetting about im-

But qulle a few of the Workers’ Par-
ty’s rank and file activists probably
think that it is a real working class alter-
native to traditional Irish nationalist
politics. Whether some of them can go
on to break with it and help build a real
revolutionary socialist working class
party must still be an open question.

Why bread-
and-butter

workers’

unity is not
the answer

he Militant tendency argues that
bread-and-butter trade union
unity and a drive to form a
Labour Party in Northern Ireland show
the way to a socialist united Ireland.
‘Why are they wrong?
From a working class point of view,
the basic problem about the Six County
state is that in that state framework,

working class unity, developed on a
trade union level, has always shattered at
any political test. So long as the ‘con-
stitutional question’ remains at the heart
of political life there, it always will shat-
ter on the rooted communal antagonism
between Catholics and Protestants, Na-
tionalists and Unionists.

‘Trade union unity is possible in strug-
gles like the NHS dispute of 1982. But




The sectarian divide

there is no way that such unity can open
the way to solid political working class
unity in the sectarian Six County entity.
Even spectacular examples of Pro-
testant/Catholic working class unity
have proved to be mere episodes.
For example, the well known ‘outdoor
relief” fight in 1932, unity in working
resistance to cuts in social security
payments was possible because both
Catholics and Protestants were hit im-
partially. Barricades went up in the Pro-
testant Shankhill Road and in the Catholic

police. (Some
ed by the Irish Stalinists.)
‘Within weeks of this spectamhr
ty, no less sectarian rioting
had been fomented. There are other ex-
mplﬁ. both before and after Partition.
The experience of the various incarna-
tions of the Northern Ireland Labour
Partymnsmpamllelwthls Today a
very tiny Unionist rump, the NILP has
at various times grown to a significant

It attempted to confine itself to bread-
and-butter working class issues, that is,
to generalised trade unionism, bargain-
ing in the working class interest on the
level of provmc:al and ‘United
Kingdom’ society. It evaded, hedged
and compromised on the issues that
divide Northern Ireland’s workers.

In the 1940s, for example, NILP
speakers on the Falls Road campaigned
under the nationalist tricolour. In the

‘mixed” centre of Belfast they campaign-
ed under the Red Flag, and party leader
the

Harry Midgley on
Shankhill under !he Union Jack (he end-
ed up-a Unionist).

Such a balancing act could not get far.
Sectarian suspicions soon disrupted the
party and scattered its forces.

To reject Militant’s view of a Labour
Party as the cure-all is not to say that
socialists should not work in a Lal
Party if it existed. Serious work was
done, for example, in the late ‘60s in the
Derry Labour Party, which became cen-

tral to the civil rights struggle.

Even after it split, Eamonn McCann
could get 8,000 votes on a revolutionary
socialist platform in the mid-1970 elec-
tion.

Yet McCann’s experience, too,
underlines the basic point that simply
trying to generalise from trade unionism
within the Six County framework is no
solution. The Derry Labour Party left
wing tended to ignore the national ques-
tion, and was by the eruption
of the Republican movement. Their
forces scattered, too: some went to the
Officials and then to the IRSP, one or
two to Militant.

Many well-intentioned tricks have

been tried to unite Northern Ireland
workers. In 1907 Jim Larkin had united
Protestant and Catholic. workers on a
trade union level. When it came to the
marching and rioting season, on July 12,

by organis-
ing his own united Omngelcnhohc
working class parade around the walls of

The Protestant workers, said Larkin,
would march in honour of King William
who secured their liberty in the
‘Glorious Revolution’. The Catholics
would march to honour the Pope, who
at that time had taken the Papal States
into the international alliance against
France of which William was part!

They had a successful, and unique,
parade around Derry. Within weeks sec-
tarian notmg had shattered working
class unity.

The inescapable conclusion from
history is that general political unity can-
not be created on the basis of the trade
union (‘economic’) unity; and that unity
in trade union aclmn |s not the harbinger
of a stable class uni

Many on the left go on from this basic
fact to a general dis of any con-
cern for worlung class. unity. The na-
tional question, they seem to say,
su;;ers;dcs everything else in Northern
Irel
The trade union struggle is of little im-
portance. The Protestant working class
— that is, the big majority of the work-

For the record

JRELAND:
he

socialist
Answer

ing class — is of no concern of ours. The
strugsle for socialism will develop out of
the revolt of the oppressed Catholics,
even though that revolt fails to mobilise,
and indeed antagonises, the Protestant
‘workers.
We concern ourselves only with the
‘anti-imperialist” military campaign of
organisations representing perhaps half
the Catholic third of the Six Connty
Only when that
victorious will questions like workmg
class unity be important.
That is the mirror-image of the Mili-
tant caricature of socialist and Marxist

Mllnant's approach to Ireland relates
only selectively and arbitrarily to the
issues, processes and struggles in
Ireland. It ds that trade union bat-
tles involving workers from both commu
nities already amount to, or by way of
being generalised into a new Northern
Irelana Labour Party can be made into,
working class political unity.

It goes from this to general socialist
propaganda about nationalising the en-
tire economy. Its version of ‘socialism’ is
bureaucratic, somewhat

lrmy and the navy, the police, the
judges, the gaolers, the informers an

the hangmen wuuld all be socialist fllnc-
tionaries as they are all state
officials...To the cry of the middle class
reformers, ‘Make this or that the pro-
peny of the government’, we reply —
‘yes, in proportion as the workers are
ready m make the government their pro-

But even if Militant’s conception of
socialism were more revolutionary, there
would still be a problem. In between
sub-political industrial issues, and the
political maximum, the socialist revolu-
tion, they leave a great void. The void is
what’s wrong with their politics, not that
they advocate and want to build working
class inter-comm unity at any level
possible, and not that they make pro-
paganda for socialism.

A working class political party that
can really unite the working class in
Ireland, specifically in Northern Ireland,
will have to be one that can hones!.ly
answer all the problems the key sections
of the working class face — and in the
first place the ‘constitutional question’.

ilitant’s answer is the same as its
answer to every living struggle in Britain
or anywhere else — propaganda for
‘socialism, the only road’, combined
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with a routinist and politically accom-
modationist approach to the basic strug-
gles of the working class and the labour
movement. It is a vicious circle: there
can be no socialism without the working
class, but the working class is deeply
divided. To offer ‘socialism’ as the solu-
tion to this division is simply to restate
the problem, not to give an answer.

From this general appmach has flow-
ed Militant’s record over. the last 20
years. Initially it opposed the deploy-
ment of British troops on the streets
after August 1969, and sympathised with
the Catholics. It quickly veeted (by 1970
or 1971) to an attitude of condk
the ‘sectionalism’ and then the ‘ter-
rorism’ of the Catholics. It was like its
attitude to the struggles of blacks,
'women, gays and others in Britain itself:
the Catholic revolt in Northern Ireland
was a complication which it wished
would go away.

Ever since they have not supported the
just revolt of the Catholics. Within the
labour movement they are among the
most vicious opponents of any attempt
to get a calm discussion of the

Republicans, their struggle and their ob-
jectives. Militant peddles its own cure-
alls and nostrums, the famous ‘trade
union defence force’, for example.

A good idea — for a d:l‘ferent society.
The workforce is heavily stratified as a
result of sectarian job preference.
affects the unions, where unity has been
possible only on union
questions and by avoiding politics. The
unions reflect the society they exist in.
The Protestant UDA is (or at least the
mass, 50,000 strong, UDA of 1972 was)

the nearest thing to a trade union militia
that Northern Ireland will see this side of
a revolutionary change of working class
consciousness.

to

pan ofﬁlhnglhevoldbe!ween trade
union minimalism and the socialist
revolutxon. It relates to the political
world around it by pretending that the
communal divide can be ignored, and
that the national question can be pushed
aside. It pretends socialism can

the cure for divisions whose healing is

Essenually Militant lacks the
mocratic programme which has

the precondition for socialism in
Ireland.

Militant’s policy is a

building a sect in Northern [rehnd It
has as little chance of uniting the Six
County werkmg class as the previous
Labour Party minimalists had. No
political formation that does not have in
its programme a democratic solution to
the Irish national question and to the
communal antagonisms in Northern
Ireland will even begm to play a positive
role in Irish politics.

The best democratic programme is
that of a federal united Ireland with as
much autonomy for the Protestant com-
munity as is compatible with the
democratic rights of the majority of the
Irish people. An all-Ireland revolu-
uonnry movement must be built which
integrates this with the direct work of
educating and organising the labour
movement to fight for workers’ power,
and which links up with the workcrs

inter
Britain and in Europe, on the pro-
gramme of the United States of Europe.

Militant¢’s record on

ilitant has a record on Ireland

unique on the British left.

Since 1968 it has argued for
working-class unity and immediate socialism
as the answer to the conflicts in Northern
Treland. Support for working class unity is
not unique to Militant, nor is the idea that
socialism is desirable in Ireland, as
cverywhm else. What is unique is that ‘Mili-
tant snyx “unity now and socialism now’, and
more or less general and

timeless propaganda for workers’ unity and
socialism to all partial struggles and par-
ticularly to the s!mgglﬁ ot the oppressed

Catholic minority.

To the problem of communal divisions in
the working its answer is that the
workers should be united. To the problem
that the different working-class communities
are mobilised around national and communal
issues, its answer is that they should be
mobilised for socialism. Militant steadfastly
refuses to address the situation more con-
cretely or seriously.

For 20 years Militant has stubbornly refus-
ed to acknowledge the bitter facts about Nor-

Th uniom lorthern Ireland organise a
workforce much of which has long been
selected on a basis of sectarian job pleferelwe
for Protestants,” and therefore the sectari
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divisions are internalised in the unions. Irrele-
vant, says Militant. Chronic working class
division inevitably paralyses the trade unions,
and they would split wide open if they tried to
engage in_politics in conditions where dif-
ferent sections of their members give radical-
ly different answers to the question of Nor-
thern Ireland’s relationship to Britain and the
South of Ireland. Not so, says Militant: the
trade unions have Catholic and Protestant
membels, and therefore they are non-
can rise I.bove t.he little
pohm:l mmm that convulse
ties and lead a united Proustnm/cnhohc
working class to socialism.

The workers of the two communities ac,
tively or passively support “their own’
paramilitary organisations. No, says Mili-
tant. The itaries are nny grouplets
suspended in mid-air. Anyway, if the labour
movement were to create a workers’ defence
force, the workers would support that.

For 15 years Northern Ireland has been
torn apart by what the Catholics see as ‘the
national question’. What answer do Marxists
offer to this problem in its peculiar Irish com-
ﬂeﬁxhcs" Socialism is the only answer, says

i

An internationalist would say that the pro-
blem in lreland is a problem of how the Irish
‘minori Protestants — can relate to
the majority without becoming an oppmsed
group; and that this basic problem has been
snarled up and made septic by the interactioni
of the Protestant minority with Britain,
because they have ‘solved’ the Irish minority
problem by imprisoning within the
murderously narrow and artificial Six County
state a Catholic minority proporuona(:ly big-
ger than the Prowstlnls would be in a united
Ireland. A Man would at

tions, fragments of nations, or nuuonal
‘minorities, apply? What does Militant say to
that Socmhsm ls the only answer — and
myun n to socialism.

Now !he elitist armed groups like the Pro-
visional IRA and INLA, much denounced by
Militant, can talk about “socialism irrespective
of the state of the working class, and even
against the majority of the worl
without being untrue to themselves. But for
Marxists to talk about a socialist solution as
the immediate answer to chronic and acute
communal division within the worl
whose unity is an irreplaceable precondition
for socialism, is nonsense

For 16 years Militant has advocated ‘solu-
tions’ for Northern Ireland that just could
not happen in the circumstances. It has pro-
posed ideas that are not a guide to any mean-
ingful action, but only consoling phrases,
ideological booze. The answer, it says, to the
paralysis of the trade unions, is for them im-
mediately to act for socialism and to create a
workers’” defence force. Until 1974 it ad-
vocated the same ‘solution’ through the agen-
¢y of the Unionist Northern Ireland Labour
Pany Such  proposals cannot conceivably br-

:m now’ which is supposed to
= lhe ‘only solution’; nor can they con-
ceivably assist in doing what can possibly be
dnne ina posmve way towards workers’ unity

Mmums key ideas, summarised above,
have been a broad fixed framework within
which, over 16 years, it has had a rich and

ied series of notions and speculations. In
1969, it speculated, fantastically, abonl l.hc
prospects for a pioneering
in...the Six Counties unit! “If the phsid
[minimum wage; equal pay, crash building
take over big building com-

least ask the qu:sﬂon does not the Bolshevik

teaching that wherever such problems exist

we advocate a radical democratic solution,

mvolvmg maximum autonomy for opp:
oppressed

panies; improved social services] are pi

‘home in action, it can be linked up to thc de-
mand for the taking over of the big
monopolies and _the "establishment of a
socialist society — which would
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thoth in
” (Militant,

have immediate repercussions
Britain, and néermationaly
May 1969)

mpaign o/ ndividuat
na of the British soldiers can on-
by mede ‘excuse

population...[Rank and file] soldiers could be
appealed to on a class basis and won away
Jfrom the army brass, (fn um socialis alter-
native was ngn to them...” (Militant, 4

Fcbnmry 2)
aced vmh what looked like civil war in
mid-'72, Peter Taaffe wrote this: “‘But, given
the ﬁulum of the trade union leadzvslnp to In-
llialz a trade union defence
area must have Menghr md&
fmd n.er * (Militant n0.113, July 1972)
You’re on ycur own boys! In fact, this was
to give the seal of Mdnam's approval to the
UDA. It should be rem
the Catholics who were hkely to need defen-
ding if it came to all-out war.

This July 1972 article was unique in Mli-
tant, in that it recognised that there might be
some problems in the trade unions: “We still
believe that this [workers’ defence force]
could be realised, even at this eleventh hour,
despite the relative animosity which has also
now 4] qumad the trade unions..

Militant has stuck slubbomly to the

‘L\‘ade nmon defence force’ demand, as
though the communal clashes against which
defence must be organised were in a different
world from the trade unions. But occasional-
ly it makes strange sallies. Though ventmg its.
implacable hostility to the Provisional IRA,
Militant could nevertheless in 1972 make a
strange ‘call’ on the Catholic leaders — in-
cludmg the Provisonals — to create a party of

uch of the onus for [building the party
of Labour] is foday on those in the vanguard
of the struggle, the leaders of the Catholic
Were these people to direct their
energies towerds the organised labour
ment they could pave the way for umled ac-
tion with their Protestant Jellow workers.”
(Militant no.118, August 1972)
It should be added that the leader of the
Northern Ireland Labour Party component in
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this ecumenical front, David Bleakley, had
been in the government that brought in in-
ternment against Catholics — and only
against Catholics — in August 19711

At the same time Militant speculated about

the processes going on in the UDA. m.u would
produce class consciousness. ““The de

ment of the UDA with its veneer of m oon»

sciousness shows that Pmlﬁtallls are well

aware of their class position... (bld)

And during the Orange general strike of
1974 Militant opposed any action by the
Labour government to bwuk the rhcuonary
—_ and even racist — strike, thus telling
British workers that the strike was :ndﬂed to
be treated as a working class action, if not
quite a pmper or normal one.

In 1980-81 Militant opposed the granting
of pohuul status to the Republican hunger

m are just a few examples of the
nonsense that has grown up, at various turn-
ing points, under the umbrella of Militant’s
general ideas. There are many others that
could be cited

‘This is the record of a !endency that, on
Northern  Ireland, it in real
politics. It has made somlm propaganda,
either very abstract propaganda (but
presented as if it is an mm iate answer to
specific issues) or pro a in which the

t message is tied ughtly to absurd but
s\lpposedly practical proj
ample of the latter is its often

oro
thern Ireland trade unions and others to
launch a Party of Labour which could na-
tionalise the commanding heights of the
economy, etc., and thereby solve every pro-
blem, including sectarian” divisions in the
working class. Think about it. Trade
unionists in Northern Ireland vote Tory-
Unionist or Catholic-Nationalist. A truly
representative conference of the trade unions
would be at a more backward stage than were
the trade unions which founded the British
Labour Party in 1900 — and they were at best
Liberal. Such a party in Northern Ireland
would need time to evolve and develop. But
what would Militant do at such a conference,
faced with the trade unions as they are, far
h’om s lism?
uld it do what the sectarian British
Mnnuslx the SDF, did in 1901, that is, move
a resolution with a full socialist programme
and walk out when it was rejected (as it in-
evitably would be)? Perhaps not. But then it
would accept that the conference could not
produce the miracle results claimed for it. In
Fact it is a certainty that such a conference
could not lead to anything like Militant’s
socmllst solution’ in the short or medium
ters

Muln:xm in essence, has had no pohcy for
Ireland — only timeless proplglndl
to more or_less in the c|r~
cumstances, impossible pnnmed'
What distinguishes Militant on Ireland is not
the desire for workers’ unity and socialism,
which it shares with all socialists, but its stub-
born refusal to face the fwts about Northern
Ireland. For working class Marxists, the
facts, not fantasies and wishes, are the
necessary starting point.
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Our record on ireland

ocialist Organiser traces its
attitude on Ireland back to the
small group of socialists who
produced the journal An Solas/Workers
Republic in 1966-7, under the umbrella
of the Insh Workers Grou up.
We believed that lradmonal
Republicanism was not and could not be
a cons:stemly anti-imperialist force; that
it was, by its ideas, goals and methods a
petty-bourgeois movement; that its
petty-| bourgeois nationalism was a bar-
tier to working-class unity; that its ‘little
Irelandism’ cut in the opposite direction
to (he interests of the Irish working

We believed — in the
the adoption of a soci:
and the brand name
socialism’ by

‘Connolly
was not

polmcel autonomy, kept dose links with
the Southern section

We rejected economic nationalism as be-
ing no_ mm? than the chscsrded and
former

bang i to the logic
of modern_ imperi; [ie. economic
weight wnlnn more or less free market
relations].

““In maintaining their closer links with
Britain, the Northern camtahs!s were
aided by British troops, who also
in holding sufficient people to make the
state viable. Despite this, talk
“British-occupied Ireland’ obscures t.he
real identity of the garrison in Irdand —

- the Northern Ireland bourgeoisie.”
(Editorial of Irish Militant, paper of

the IWG, Febrary 1967. Irish Militant
was loosely associated with the British
Militant until about 1966 and thereafter

had no connection with it.)
Basing ourselvcs on Lenin’s
d of

the 26 County ‘bourgeoisie (1932-58) It
was a reactionary petty-| bourgems pro-
gramme counterposed to the
— and, 1nso]f]arl:s;l:was‘<{lle;gelu‘£smgand
augmenting the working class, pro-
gressive — integration of Ireland %m
the existing world economic system. It
was a backward-looking utopla,
counterposed to the economic pro-
gramme of the Irish working class, for
whom there could be no purely Iri
solution.

“Tl\e one serious progressive act of

ialism and Irish capitalism has

been the creation of an Irish proleunat
capable of putting an end to capitalism’s
fuule existence, and eapable‘ aspartofa

progressive but confusmg, and could on-
ly produce a populist mish-mash like the
Russlan Socialist Revolutionary Party.

..the IRA is just not revolutionary
in relation to the objective needs of the
only possible Irish Revolution.

““The same is no less true if ‘left’
slogans are grafted onto the old base,
and a nominal ‘For Connolly’s
Workers’ Republic’ pinned to the
masthead. Such talk of a socialist pro-
gramme, a Bolshevik party, a workers’
republic, demands a proper appreciation
of the relationship between the party
and the working class...It demands a
sharply critical approach to the tradi-
tional re'pubhcan conceptions of revolu-
tionary activity. Otherwise these slogans
combined with a largely military idea of
the struggle against imperialism and the
Irish bourgeoisie, will not produce a
revolutionary Marxist party, but an
abortion similar to the Socialist Revolu-
tionary Party in Russia, agamst which
the Bolsheviks fought bitterly.””

We believed that though there was na-
tional ly and

and such

y , of realising

the Communist International as the
“Theses on the National and Colonial
Question® (1920) we believed that the
economic domination over Ireland by
Bmam and other great powers could not
be except by the

orld
!he age-old dream of Lhe people of
Ireland for freedom. The best traditions
of the old, bourgeois, Republicanism
have passed to the socialist -working
class, the only class in Ireland today

tion of the world economy through the
international socialist revolution.

““The IWG stands against the divided
Irish bourgeoisie, Green, Orange and
Green-White-and-Orange, and for the
revolutionary unity of the workers of all

Ireland in a struggle for state power.

““We stand for the revolutionary com-
bat agamst imperialism national op-
pression in every fnrm, whether that of

garri

or the glaring eonnomlc domination of
the small nations by the super-powers
which is inevitable where the capitalist
world market remains as the sole
regulator of relationships. But we de-
nounce those Whori in the name of

cap: society and the
subordma!e relation with Great Britain
— the only unconditionally revolu-
tionary class. The only genuine libera-
tion of Ireland will be from the inex-
orable — uncontrolled — pressures of
international capitalism. All the essential
goals of all the past defeated and
deflated struggles of the Irish people
over the centuries against oppression
and for freedom of development and
freedom from exploitation, can now on-
ly be realised in a Republic of the work»
ing people, as part of the Soci:
Ulmed Sums of Europe and the world. "

(“Towards an Irish October’.)

We naturally rejected the Menshevik-
Sma.hmst notion that there had to be a
in Ireland — first

attempt to subordinate the working class
to any section of the bourgeoisie, and

directly against the Ncnhan Ireland
Catholics — this was in part the product
of a split in the Irish bourgeoisie, and
notl ﬂ!‘ljlply a matter of ‘British-occupied
I

““A division of the Irish bourgeoisie,
originating in economic differences, led
to a split which was then manipulated by
British imperialism, according to its
practice of divide and rule. The Nor-
thern section, having a measure of

who a defunct petty-
bourgeois nationalist narrow-
mindedness to the socialist struggle of
the workers for power. National unity
will be achieved, if not by the coming
together of the Irish capitalist class
under the ausplcs of the British im-

‘the chubhc (independence) and then
“the workers’ Republic’. We rejected the
hybrid ‘populist Republicanism’ — a fu-
sion of the Stalinist two-stage theory
with ‘native’ Republicans who were left-
wing but put ‘the national queston’ first
— represented historically by Paedar
O’Donnell, George Gilmore and the
Republican Congress of the 19305, and
in the mid-’60s by the ‘left’ of the

periali te and the capitalist dnve
towards

as an md-(a] in the prole(anan
rvvoluuon
“The of any other revolu-
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tionary reunification’ is long since past.
‘The only revolutionary Republicanism is
the international socialist Republicanism
of the proletariat.””
(“Towards an_ Irish October’, pream-
ble to the constitution of the IWG.)
We thought that the nationalist (left
and right) focus on gaining ‘real’ in-
dependence was both meaningless for
the 26 Counties and confusing from the
point of view of the Irish working class.

the future Of-
ficial IRA and Workers’ Party.

We rejected the kitsch ‘Trotskyist”
response to the stages theories and the
populists — the reflex invocation of
‘Permanent Revolution’. The job was
not to match texts with texts, ours
against theirs, permanent revolution
against stages theories, as in-a car
game. Instead we had to analyse reality
concretely. On this approach, the con-
clusion was inescapable.

Ireland had had its ‘bourgeois revolu-
tion’. In the North, bourgeois relations
had been established by extension from




Britain after its bourgeois revolution in
the 17th century. In the South,
reform was or, ‘from above’ by
Britain in the late 19th/early

. tury, under pressure of a mass revolt
The national division was not pre-
capitalist. The basic problem was the
split bourgpome and the varying links of
its different parts with the British ruling
class; and the fact that the bourgeoisie,
Nonh and South of the Border, could

e allegiance of the worlung

class
Ireland was a relatively advanced
bourgeois country, integrated into Euro-
pean capil albeit as a wi
capitalism. 'l'hat the Z?l Counties was
ti in-

capitalist world market economic rela-
tions — was shown by its neutrality in
World War II.

“‘The _division [in the Irish

ment of one of the mu]or tasks of the

bourgeois revolution — na-
tional unification. However, if history
and the relationship to Britain make the
two statelets peculiarly deformed, they
are nonetheless undeniably bourgeols as
a glance at the social organisation and
relations of production makes ob-

VIOUS...

“We who fight for the workers’ inter-
national Republic know that the present
Irish capitalists are the only ones we will
get. Calling them traitors is useless —
they are not traitors to their class, the
only sphere in which real loyalty, as op-
posed to demagogic talk of loyalty,

unts..
[(Edmmal Insh Militant, February
967.) Irish Militant was not linked
pohucally to the existing Militant
group.]
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UBLISHED BY THE 1RISH WORH

*An Solas', Irish Marxist journal of the 1960s

WORKERS FIGHT

ALDERSHOT
TRAGEDY

Our political forerunners refused to join the
outcry against ‘terrorism’ in the early '7

After 1968

he massive revolt of the Catholics

in 1969 and after; and then the

rapid growth of a new IRA after
1970, forced us to reconsider and
modify these assessments, and to res-
pond polmmlly to new facts.

Irish socialists responded in-
mnlly mth a ‘socialism-is-the-only-
answer’ message, neglecting the national
question. We did not. On the contrary,
we were the first on the left to point to
the nationalist logic of the civil rights
st le, and to argue for raising the na-
tional question boldly.

But we did not forget what we had
learned. We did not go in for roman-
ticism and flights of fantasy, m thc style

of Socialist Action — then

Briefing, about the Cathohc rcvol( bcmg
the socialist revolution. Even when the
Catholic revolt was most suc-
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because it was confined to the Six Coun-
ties, and because of the split working
class there. Nevertheless, it had to be
supported.

When the Catholic civil rights agita-
tion got underway in 1968-9, we sup-
ported it, but criticised it on three

counts.

(1) Logically the central issue was the
national question, and events would in-
exorably force it to the fore. The basic
undexlyms civil right the Catholics lack-

he right to national self-
determlnanon ‘We said in early 1969 and
long before the Republican movement,
some of whose members were leading
~he civil rights struggles, said it: the soa.l
has to be to smash the Six County state.!

(2) At the same e, because of its
petty-bourgeois, Slahnlst and popuhst
Republican leadership, the entire civil
rights movement was needlessly divisive.
The demands one man (sic) one house,
one man one job, one man one vote,
were inevitably seen by Protestants as
desire to re-divide and share what Imle :
there was. The issue could have been
dynamically and progressively posed in
these (transitional dzmand) terms: build
more houm, thus creating more jobs,

(3) We criticised the civil rights move-
ment (including such of its leaders as the
then IS/SWP supporters in Northern
Ireland, like Michael Farrell, who has
since beeome a political satellite of the
Provisionals) for political confusion on
the national question and on the need to
try to unite the working class around the
Catholic movement (they wamed to play
down the national question in the cause
of uni the wor class in the Six
Counties around civil rights and socialist
propaganda). We also_criticised them
for organising provocmVe mnrclm and

cessful ‘we pointed to its limitations.
Northern Ireland Catholics
ﬁglu m isolation, in the most un-
favourable conditions imaginable. The
rearguard of the Irish fight for national
freedom, they are betrayed and aban-
doned by the ‘leaders’ of the Irish na-
tion, and are simultaneously cut off
from the allies who would make an ad-
vance on a socialist basis possible — the
Orangc malomy of the Northern Ireland

orking clas:

(Warkers I'?ghl July 23 1972)

We defined what was hapj pmlng as
primarily a Catholic revolt with a limited
potential of solving the national ques-
tion. It was the revolt of the Six County
Catholics, not a rebirth of the 1918 all-
Ireland nationalist upsurge. It was
limited as an anti-imperialist movement

whlch were helpms stoke upa sacunan
osion.

expl

When the Provisional IRA launched
its military offensive in 1971, we critical-
ly supported their right to ﬁght against
the British government in Lhat way. We
defended it outspokenly in the British
labour movement.

We did not use our previous assess-
ment of the improbability of a revolu-
tionary reunification of Ireland short of
a socialist revolution to draw sectarian
and abstentionist conclusions about the
actual struggle that had erupted. But we
did not forget that assessment. In fact
the 20 years of war have in their own
way estahhshed very clearly the truth of
that assessment

We mamumed a_critical political
stance towards the IRA. In the early
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*70s, when such a thing existed, we
Irish socialist criticisms of the
IRA from People’s Democracy and
from the for a Workers’
Republic. We never had other than
sion and scorn for the wild Third-
Worldist fantasies and incredible ‘per-
manent revolution’ scenarios which the
IMG — the closest group to us in its
political responses in the early *70s —
spun around the Catholic revolt.

At best we believed that the Catholic
and IRA revolt would force Britain and
the Irish bourgeoisic into a radical
reorganisation of the Irish state system.
Of course it did: Protestant Stormont
was abolished in Man:h 1972 and direct

Weldvoatednf arrangement
within Ireland from as early as 1969, but
the importance of this element in our
polmcs hns increased with the 20 year

].nthuandot.haupemof!.helmh
British question we differ from other
Marxists. t has long refused to
campaign in any way for British troops
out of Ireland, instead they use general
propaganda nboul the need for socialism
to evade the issue. That is contemptible.
But the attitude of those many on the
left who argue that ‘troops ou&’ and ‘lhe
defeat of British imy
crux of the Irish question, and al' dse IS

rule 1985
Dublin and London _signed the Anglo-
Irish Agreement, giving Dublin a share
in the pohucal decision-making in Nor-
thern Irelan

After 1972

ince 1972, despite many import-
ant twists and turns, the basic
facts of the smlulmn have re-

The

and probably ‘capitulation
to imperialism’, is empty phrase-
mongering and in its own_way just as
shameful as Militant’s evasions.

“Troops out’ is a good slogan. But it is
not sufficient. In most national hbem—
tion struggles we can say simply: the
perialist power should get out and hand
over to the local nationalist movement.
There is no all-Ireland nationalist move-
ment. There is a nationalist movement
of the Northern Catholics (10% of the
population of the island) which is

Bnush Army cannot defeal the IRA; the
Catholics cannot defeat the combined
forces of the British Army and the Pro-
testants; the British government is not
sufficiently _energetic or sufficiently
driven, to impose a rearrangement on
the Protestants.

In the 26 Counues, there have been
some impressive one-off waves of
solidarity action — after Bloody Sunday
in 1972, and during the hunger strikes.
But the basxc fams of the political set-up
have not changed. The two Green Tory
parties, Fine ael and Fianna Fail, re-
main dominant — as they were in the
’60s. The Irish Labour Party remains a
tail of Fine Gael — as it was in the "60s.

Thus the Irish national struggle re-
mains essentially confined to 10% of the
Irish nation — the Northern Catholics.
That does not detract from the justice of
their fight. It does limit its prospects.

1t is possible that the situation in the
North may be transformed by something
from outside it — for example, by a
revolutionary upsurge of working class
struggle in the South, creating a new
basis for workm unity in the North.
Socialists should do all ‘we can to help
we cannot

she
wmewlyfomudﬁomtheﬂmuonn
it is now, not as we hope it will be some-

regarded with bitter hostility by the Nor-
thern P 20%) and sporadic
ympathy, but alarm, by the
Southem Cazhohcs (70%) ‘The situation
is further complicated by the politi
split in the 10% of Ireland’s people who

are the half million Catholics in the Six
Counties. Accol to election results,

only about 1 in 3 of Northern Ireland’s
Catholics positively support the Provi-
sional IRA or Sinn Fein.

argued:

““There is not, nor can there be, such a
thing as a ‘negative’ -Democratic
slogan that serves only to ‘sharpen pro-
letarian _consciousness against im-
perialism’ without at the same time of-
fering a. positive answer to the question
of how Social Democracy will solve the
problem when it assumes power. A

‘negative’ slogan unconnected with a
deﬁmte positive solution will not
sharpen’, but dull consciousness, for
such a slogan is a hollow phrase, mere
shouting, me: less de ation.

Nowhere is this more true than on the
slogan ‘Troops out of Ireland’. In early
1969 some of us argued against
IS/SWP’s almost-

less thoughtful Brmsh admirers, put
precise demands on Brlnln

shmlld ;a out.
If By quit Ireland tomor-

ritish troops
row, it is quite likely that there would be
aseamncml war, leading to reparti-

-d:t:nninmon’l Unify Ireland?

The vaisionn.ls are not strong enough

to do it. The Northern Protestants are

actively hostile to it. The 26 County rul-
ing class has no real wish for it.

The scene would be set for a section of
the Protestants to make a drive for the
current UDA policy of an ‘independent
Ulster’. This drive would involve at least
a massive crackdown on the
chublwans, and, probably, the mass

slaughter, rounding-up and driving-out

of the Catholics. The Northern
Catholics would, naturally, resist
vnolem.ly Dublin would give some token
assistance to the Catholics but do
nothing decisive. There would be mass

a
Ireland would be irrevocably and bitterly
split into Orange and Green states.
There would be a bloodbath.

The conventional left answer to this,
that ‘there’s already a bloodbath’, is no
answer. Simmering war with hundreds
of casualties is different from all-out war
with thousands. Different not only in
immediate human terms, but also in
terms of the implications “for the future

possibilities of ism — ie. of the
Cat.hohc and Protestant workers.

The other answer, ‘revolutions always
involve bloodshed’, is no better. There is
no comparison between the revolu-
tionary violence of the working class
against its exploiters, or of a subject na-

tion against a conquering army, and the
violence of two workingclass com-
munities slaughtering each other.

All this does not mean that we should
fail to support troops out. That the
situation and the prospects now are so
bleak is in large part Britain’s work.

But it does mean that we should cou-
ple the call for troops out with politically
adequate proposals for a solution within
Ireland — and condemn those who call
for troops out without s\u:h a proposal
as mindless p!

The only oonoenvable solution given
the present fu?’s Im:f the situation l:;
anything resem! them is a unit

Ireland with i

tion on “Troops out’ (nnul the troops
went on the streets, in August 1969, and
IS dropped the calll). We criticised the
implied illusion that the Catholic cml
ngh movement would organically
‘grow over’ into

The
Sozlalisg
nswep
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for for the workers’

ln the mid-*70s we argued the
notion (put forward by the IMG — now
divided mto Sociali ief-

ing — and others) that a mass movement
could be built in Britain on the single
slo%an “Troops out’.

‘e use “Troops out’ as one means of
focusing the issue in Britain. It is not a
full programme, though some on the left
sometimes talk and act as if it is. Even
the Provisionals, more serious than their

ie. an attempt
to negotiate between the sections of the
Irish people and to conciliate the Pro-

ts. This would probably involve

the recreation of closer British-Irish ties
so that the two islands provide the
& X in whick
intra-Irish conflicts can be resolved.
liati X

Protestants that pmspecu for an ullu'-
native to a united Ireland were pretty
bleak — and wmlld involve some repres-
sion apnm ie-hard Protestant groups.
But that is different from straight con-
quest of the Protestants. , con-
quest is the only alternative to mh con
ciliation, given the

titudes. But it is not possible — who




would conquer them? — and not
desirable cither, from any working class
pomt of view.

It is posslble to evade these issues by
wishful It is possible to fan-
m::.l thar:l;él the clrlluglal pomuut, the na-
tios st e WO magl y D'OW
over’ into socialism, and in some ‘dialec-
tical’ leap the Protestam.s would be con-
verted to to Republicanism. It is possible to
remain blinkered in a sort of mveﬂed
British nationalism, saying that
defeat of British imperialism’ and its ef-
fect on the ‘balance of world forces’ are
the things that really matter, and that a

For the recerd

had since well before the b of
e Catholic revolt. Whatever incon.

smencm may be found in this or that

deml the fundamental approach is cor-

That does not mean, however, that
our politics have been completely ade-
quate. Even in the early *70s, when we
put most stress on solidarity with the
Catholic revolt, we were critical of the
lRA on the whole, however, we tended

0 suppress criti
dmt.ly could — and that was too
much. The basic pnnuples views and
assessments wm con-ect we tended

positive solution and the
sectarian civil war within Ireland is a
secondary issu
It is possnble to delude oneself with a
theory of the Protestants as pure
pawns of Britain, so that their reac-
tionary ideas would drain away like
waters out of a bath once the ‘plug’ of

facts — until they explode in our faces.
Such fantasies and evasions will never
allow those _so«
themselves with them to make any

political conlnlnmon to the work of
uniting the Irish class.

The l‘edenl proposal might not avert
sectarian civil war, either. Whether
anything short of a mass socialist move-
ment uniting the workers of both com-
‘munities (or a big section of them) can
end the present impasse in a progressive
sense is doubtful. Our programme is to
develop that socialist movement;
seriously, not by empty
about the present nationalist
becoming if only it ls intensified

issues fading uwuy lf onl bread-and-
butter trade union issus y

to
criticisms and poliﬁs in deference to a

beeanse it was ‘leading the struggle
imperialism’. We should not

against i

have been so self-eff:

Footnote

1. We tried to bring the national question to

Lh:emminl”bypou it like this:
the mainly Catholic areas ( it half the

land area of Northern should

secede to the lic. This was based on

the idea that it would make the Northern

mteunvuhle

The belief that secession of the Catholic

areas would force the Protestants into a

d was a major reason why

the Free State made the deal they did i m

1921. Lloyd George promised

redndm bocmmmdm ion would in fact

w the boun a. lor-
(ha'n lrdmd R mAkIEg

anyway the trend

secmi
in thu'n lrdlnd Two umes befm

, Catholic Derry,

o he bordes wiin e 26 Counties nas
et up barricades to keep out Northern
d state personnel. In August 1969
Catmolic Derry and Catholic West Belfast
set up ‘free” areas guar their own
militias. These survived undl October

seeesu ‘was an ar-
the question of the
smashing of the Six County state. In the

loudly enough.

We should not blunt our socialist pro-
gramme by false relhsm by getting
tied up in working out mwels for the
present forces in the situation over
which we have no control anyway. But a

programme nud.u to_include
democratic demands,
of relating to the pohucal smumon now,
more concretely than just by saying that
a united class movement would be bet-
ter.

Whether we can have any positive in-
fluence on the situation within Ireland

At pre-
sent. v.here is no such force. But no force
can be gathered without first proclaim-
ing a programme. And no adequate pro-
gramme can be f ormulaxed without first
coldly ‘saying what it is’.

our errors

his summary demonstrates, we
think, the consistency of the
approach that some of us have

light of , there can be
10 doubt that a Protestant state stripped
of the mainly Catholic areas would be
viable because the Protestants would
‘make it 5.
Sumeofn: were in IS at the time, and
our (tentative) proposal about secession
contained in a resolution for IS con-
fermce, wntlm in May or June 1969. At
the ber 1969 IS conference, the
Iudushn used a disoyal mist

‘om opposition to the British troops to
effecuve snppon for them, and we were

The IS leldushlp said that we wanted
the repartition of Ireland. But our resolu-

establish a unit d. Because of the

weight of the lS/swP this misrepresen-

tation of our rosmon is widespread. It is
for

to be found, for example, n the Penguin
book “The in Britain’, edited by
Dovid Widgesy.

IRELAND:
The

Socialist

Answer

How not
to argue
for
with-
drawal

from back page

‘CounterBlasts’ series, of which Foot’s
book is part, as ““Britain’s finest
and thinkers...in the best tradition of

new

voices of dissent... oqua.imi,.
msumnse,msmupddmeandm
change people’s mil

Given the content of the book, only
one conclusion can be drawn — that the
series’ editors know absolutely nolhmg
about Ireland, past or present. Other-
wise they would not have published a
book contalmng such inaccuracies
and bizarre sumnus

One of the ‘surprises’ discovered by
this ‘fine writer and thinker’ is that
Ireland, contrary to popular belief, has
36 counties (p-10). No wonder Foot i is
described as aiming to ‘stir up debate’.
Another ‘new ive’ is the inter-
changeability of the terms Home Rule
and independence. Foot seems to believe
they mean the same thing.

Few other ‘fine thinkers’ share his
belief, indeed many people outside the

bestmd:uon of pamphleteerm; would
lescribe mistake

as a
ludmg to dlsmmon and confusion. It
may be that Foot genuinely believes that
a Home Rule deal which means an oath
of allegiance to a foreign monarchy and
no power for the Irish government to
rmsetaxesornnarmylslhesamethmg
as a treaty of independence. Certainly
the Republicans, including the laudcd
Jamﬁ Connolly, didn’t believe any such

But even if Foot is confused about
Home Rule, and the 36 counties is a
typographlcal error, the followmg ‘new
perspective’ surely cannot be a mistake:

“In July 1970, before a smgle shot
was fired by the IRA, British troops im-
posed a curfew in the Catholic Falls
Road in Belfast — but there was no
equivalent curfew in the Protestant
Shankhill.”
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For the record

The facts, which are presumably
available to this ‘fine thinker’ are these:
the curfew was imposed after Pro-
testants attacked a church in the Falls,
and three of them were shot dead by the
Official IRA. A curfew had been impos-
ed in the SI hankhll]thepxevmusOc-
tober. Those facts don’t suit Foot’s
argument so, ‘in the best tradition of
pamphleteering’, he has left them out.

For every w:umely recorded fact,
there is a piece of nonsense like the
above. Confusion abounds. How long

we the British been opprcssmg the
Irish? a) six centuries or b) since the 16th
century or c) 300 years?

en were the B-Specials abolished?
a) 1?70, b) 1969, c) they are still going?
When is a ban (of the Orange Order) not
a ban?

The answers to these and other ques-
tions cannot be found in Paul Foot’s
book — because neither he nor anyone
else has bothered to read the manuscript
and weed out the inaccuracies, con-
tradictions and other ‘surprises’. On
average, the reader can f nd at least one
such ‘surprise’ on each p:

However, this is reelly mtplckmg.
even a ‘fine writer’ like Foot can m:
mistakes — though this many is indeed a
‘surprise’!

The first 50 odd pages of the book are
spent utahhshmx what passes for Irish
history in Foot’s mind, with a selection
of quotanons from James Connolly and
various Orange and British politicians.

Foot has obviously had access to a
wealth of material, so it is astonishing
that he makes sucll a bad  job of it.

He cannot resist hyping up every
atrocity, and consequently distorting
most of what he relates, until the distor-
tion ruins what, told baldly and without
hype, would be a damning tale of British
ruling class plunder and oppression in

Irel

He uses emotive words like ‘colony’,
‘imperialism’ and so on, over and over
again, without serious definition.
Ireland’ shmrydo&snotneedood: ying
into left jargon, and it particularly does
not need confusing in the process. The
truth of Ireland’s history does not sus-
tain many left prejudices and ‘wisdoms’,
and it should not be distorted so that it

The Republican cause espo
James Connolly loses absolnlely nothmg
from an honest account of history. I
can only gain, because by learning from
thnh:storywehnvethepotenualm
move forwar

‘The ﬁmlclnpter of Ireland: Why Bri-

IRELANp,
Soc, ""
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tam ‘Must Get Out is given over to Foot
asking himself four hard questions, and
then attempting to answer them — or
rather avoiding answering them at all.
The first question concerns the
pledges made by Britain to the Pro-
testants that Nonhcm Ireland will re-
main tied to Britain — “How,” asks
Foot, “‘can we break these pledges to
them without their agreement?””
He answers the question thus: the
tish government has broken lots of
pledg&s (not least to the Catholics)

John Downes murdered by RUC

therefore there isn’t a problem if
another one is broken. The real issue of
course is not promises made by British
governments — ‘“‘we’ can neither keep
nor break those, nor do we identify with
or take responsibility for the British state
— but the fact that one

testants insist they are tied to Bntam
becm;:;e they conslder themselves

‘The problem is not the pledge — that
can be broken at the drop of a hat — but
the agreement of the people to whom the
pledge was made. All Foot does is say
the pledge can be broken, he says
nothing about persuading the Pro-
testants to ayee to Bnush wnhdrawal
Dm hc k that doesn’t matter? Ap-

Bul he does raise the question of
minority rights: ““If there is a ‘d\lty to
the majority in the North of Ireh.nd
there is also a ‘duty’ to the minority.”
How true. Does it not therefore follow
that the Protestants who would con-
stitute a minority in a Ireland
should be considered in the same way as
the current Catholic m,uonty in the
North? In other words, is Foot, having
raised the idea of minority rights, going
to apply it consistently to both com-
munities?

He doesn’t say, but he makes another
attempt to skate around the issue in his
next question: The Protestants are a ma-
jority in Northern Ireland — how can

any democrat flout the will of a ma-
jority? A fair question (though not the
really important one). The majority in
Northern Ireland don’t want to be incor-
porated into a united Ireland. So what
does Foot say?

He says that in a united Ireland the
Protestants would not be a majority. In
other words if we pretend that Treland is
already united we can safely ignore the
wishes of a million of its people and
be democrats. And this from the man
who raised the issue of minority rights!

In fact Foot is not in favour of
minority rights at all. He simply wishes
the current Northern Ireland Catholic
minority to become part of an all-
Ireland majority, and to_hell w-uh the
consequences. The question of getting
the Protestants to agree to become a
minority has now been buried for good,
although he does go on to deal with the
Protestants’ most obvious reason for
not agreeing.

Foot asks: if a united Ireland became
a reality, would the Protestants lose
their religious and cultural freedoms in a
Catholic state? His answer to this ques-
tion is essentially Yes, lhey would, so it’s
back to ‘minority

otestant fears.. have some force.
But how best are minority rights pro-
tected in any society? Are they best pro-
tected by partition, by isolation of the
minority in a separate state of their own?
Throughout the world, where these pro-
blems of racial and religious minorities
are repeated over and over again in a
thousand different forms, separation
and partition of communities on racial
or religious lines merely inflames the dif-
ferences, institutionalises them in
politics and in government, and turns
one former minority, fearful of persecu-
uon, into a persecuuns ‘majority, seek-
ing others dlscm'nmax agmnst,
mock, bnlly and suppress.””

. Once again Foot creates theil-
lusion v.hat he is in favour of minority
rights, this time for the Protestants
‘whose right to agree to what happens to
thcmmthefuturchzhas]ustwnum
off, in answering questions one and two.

‘What solution does he ‘propose
therefore to overcome the unwillingness
of the Protestants to be incorporated in-
to a Catholic state — given that he ap-
pears to be arguing that they may very
well finish up a persecuted group?

“Guarantees of religious and in-
dxvndual freedoms are what they say they
tees, which every society
ovm to its minorities. The way to ensure
that the Jewish or black minorities in
Britain are safe from persecution is to
hold out to them the rights of free
citizenship which are available to
everyone else; to ensure that there is no
privilege afforded to anyone because of
their race or religion; and to persecute
racial and religous persecutors.

““Wherever such freedoms m'e upheld,

they ensure freedom for religious and
racial minorities a thousand times more
effectively than do separate states which
shore up the political power of gods or
skin colour over human beings and
create and persecute other minorities.”




Foot is the author of works on racism
including The Rise of Enoch Pawaﬂ so
he cannot bux know that
blacks in Bnlxm “‘have the rights of free
— and that isn’t mough'
Britain, an essmnllly secular state
“‘not ensure that no privilege is nfforded
to anyone because of their race...etc.”

sm, despite ‘guarantees’ is rampant.

What then does he expect from a
determinedly Catholic state? In fact
nothing — he does not expect
‘guarantees’ to be kept, as he has said in
answering his first question. Pledges can
be, and consistently are, broken by
governments when it suits them.

All the evidence is that pledges and
guarantees to religious and racial
minorities are broken the world over.

y in Southern Ireland Jews and
Protestants” have to abide by Catholic
laws on. divorce, so why should a
‘guarantee’ have any effect? And the
Protestants obvnously don’t believe in
offers of such guarantees e essence
of Foot’s argument is simply this: in an
ideal world, everything would be ldeal

Foot misses the point. The

not that a Catholic united Ireland would
ban Protestant churches or Protestant
rehg:ous opinion. The Catholics in Nor-

ern Ireland have always had freedom
to practise their religion and indeed to
have separate Catholic schools. They
have been oppressed socially,
minority . community with a mﬂonal
identity distinct from the majority, not
as a religious group. Such oppression is
what the Protman fear from a
Catholic united Irelang

Legal guarantees of individual rights
from a sw.e they considered alien could
no more satisfy the Protestants than a

Rights could settle the problems
of the Catholics in Northern Ireland.

tain made guarantees to the Nor-
lhem Ireland Cathohcs It didn’t keep
them. This is Foot’s argument in favour
of Britain not keeping its pledges to the
Protestants.

‘Why does he therefore assume, as he
50 blithely does, that Ireland would keep
any pledges to the Protestants. He may
believe that the Irish state is more honest
in its promises than — but the
Protestants obviously don’t And that is
the point at issue.

Foot has already demonstrated that he
believes in majority rule. What he is do-
ing here is covering his back for a British
audience, who may be prepared to go
along with him for an easy life, and a
g.hb answer. The Southern Ireland state

has made vague promises to the Pro-
testants. The Protestants don’t want to
know. Why? Because they wouldn’t be
guarantees while majority rule is the on-
ly rule, unless the Protestants have some
kind of autonomy.

Foot argues that there are two alter-
natives — majority rule in a united
Ireland, or the status quo, which for him

is the only possible expression of Protes- -

tant political rights. Actually the Nor-
thern Ireland state is mot equivalent to
Protestant political rights, and the Pro-
testants have good reason to fear a
united Ireland with majority rule only.

He won’t look at what would really con-
stitute Protestant political rights (local
autonomy, a federal system) because a)
he doesn’t believe in minority rights at
all, and b) he thinks Protestant rights
means the current Northern Ireland
sta!e

Foot, as for most of the British

lefl, |f he can solve the problem of the-

Protestants on paper by repeated use of
the word ‘guarantees’ that is enough.
Unfortunately for the British left this is
not a logic-problem. The current minori-
ty is brutally oppressed because, through
no fault of its own, it got trapped in an
artificial state. Therefore socialists side
with that minority. Therefore also we do
not advocate the creation of a situation
where one oppressed minority is
l&bergt o be replaced by another twice

€ size.
Socialists also have a duty not to ad-
vocate the slgmng away of the rights of a

million people use we can't be
bothered to think things through con-
sistentl;

ly.

Foot asks his final question, the so-
called ‘bloodbath’ question. As with his
prevxons three questions he doesn’t
answer it. He devotes several pages to
debating ether the Protestants are
capable, or willing, to fight to the last
drop of blood to defend ‘their’ state.
Then, having concluded, in the teeth of
the evidence, that probably they won’t,
he says that such speculation is anyway
not the ““chief answer to the bloodbath
argument’’. The ‘chief answer’ ap-
parently lies in Foot’s own speculation,
or rather gambling, on the following
longshot:

“There is a chanu, after withdrawal,

For the recerd

A“s' el'

does not conclude either that there
would be a bloodbath in Ireland or that
there wouldn’t because are dif-
ferent in Ireland, but that Bmxm didn’t
care that there were bloodbaths in
Africa or India, so why should Britain
care about a bloodbath in Ireland?
Foot concludes that Britain in fact
stays in Ireland because it doesn’t want
to be ‘defeated’ by terrorism.
As this is what successive British

thinker’ like Foot to work it out, Most
schoolchildren would come up with the
same answer. He couples this conclusion
with his original assertion to produce the
following:
‘‘As long as...persecution...and [the
British] state remain, terrorism and the
sectarianism which breeds it, are certain
to continue. The fear of ‘defeat’
therefore is nothing more than political
paralysis. It conserves terrorism wnthout
ending it. It sustains sectarianism.’
Therefore the British people should
demand “‘that the troops .come home’’.
Thepngelassemonalloveragun The
only difference is that ‘narrow supersti-
tions’ etc. have become ‘terrorism’ and
‘sectarilnism’, lgau‘; negating

that Irish labour, so long y
religious feuds between workers, might
come together to demand the new
Ireland of which Connolly dreamed. In
the shock of the collapse of the Old
Order, the positive sides of the people of
Ireland of both religions could well
prevail over the narrow superstitions
which have kept them at each other’s
throats for so long.”

Quite apart from the fact that Foot
has just reduced centuries of communal
conflict, which he spent 60 pages prov-
mghadamuena.lbase to ‘religious
feuds’ and ‘narrow superstitions’, this
boils down to: maybe if yon uke the
troops away eve all right.

is an assertion, not Lhe answer to
a very serious quesnon It is moreover
the same assertion Foot made on page 1
of his book: ‘“There is a way out of the
endless cycle of killing and terror. It is
for the British to cut its con-

said about who
preclsely are the terror merchants in
Northern Ireland.

In other words what Foot is doing is
trying to tell us ‘Why Britain Must
Out’ by actually telling us ‘Why Britain

Stays In’ — an entirely d:ffercnt ques-
tion.

Part of the reason this. book is so
monumentally irritating is that it is so
full of inaccuracies, inconsistencies and

contradictions that itis extremely dif-
ficult to find the politics it is supposed to
contain. Foot throws out an argument, a
few bits of dodgy history, hypes it up a
bit, then concludes that the troops
should leave whether or ot the ori
lrgumeni supports that conclusion or

has anything to do with it. Foot’s
argurnents and conclusions are entirely
unrelated. Consequently, what comes
across is that Fool is not particularly

nection with the state of Northern
Ireland and to get out of Ireland.”” Foot
cannot prove this assertion. He does not
try. He evades either proving it or
answering the ‘bloodbath’ question by
answering another question — why
won’t Britain withdraw the troops?
He argues that Britain does not keep
because withdrawal

the troops in Ireland
would result in a bloodbath. He says
that when Britain withdrew from Indi

and the Central African Federation
there were bloodbaths. From this he

Most rank and file SWP members,
who have not been wnung about Ireland
or involving themselves in Irish politics
for as long as Foot has could come up
with a more convincing case for
withdrawing British troops. Moreover
the same rank and filers would talk
about socialism as the only ‘solution’ to
Ireland’s problems, and would argue
‘troops out’ as an aid to, this goal rather

India LhznmassmtﬂwCa&ohcswbewme
Continued on

b-d:muueoh—;
Werkers® ireland 63



For the recerd

n most of the hard left today it is

Idllﬂclltmgﬂ:nﬂonal
snin-,. Soclalist
should be for or against the immediate

and unconditional withdrawal of

British troops. Troops Out is a dogma
and a fetish. To question it is to define °r er an
yourself out of the left. Amongst the

most dogmatic and least thoughtful on

this question is the SWP — whose ‘ ,
members reflexively shout abuse at r°° s “

those who question the wisdom of

‘Troops Out without a political settle-
ment.

Yet, back in 1969 when the British army
was first put on the streets in Northern
Jreland, the SWP refused to call for their
‘withdrawal. Members of the SWP (IS) who
wanted to call for Troops Out were de-

nounced as ““blood-thirsty fascists”. The " A voto wna taken 8 to vhother wo should dewmd the withdrmnl of

leadership kept up an unprincipled common British troops 28 2
Iront against the opposition. For example, rot7, Noglintti
mu-swum-grumnwn the
uppmlmn. but he cither kept his mouth 3 Sormn, C14£f, Osborne, Cox, Vidgery, Prlmer,

shat or backed Tony 'Ctt in the debates. Milsom, T. Lindop

For nearly a year IS maintained the posi-
tion.

Today they deny that they ever bad it
and say it is slander to say they did. In the
interests of clean living and in e hope of
shocking comrades miseducated by the
SWP’s current line on Ireland — that
“Troops Out Now is am m of basic prin-
ciple which onl;
imperialiss” and Zioniss” question — in-
to thinking about the issue, we print this ac-
count of what happened in IS in 1969.

n August 1969 the major group on 3 breat athing space e
the far left in Britain, panicked b, "CQB of thy
in Britain, p: y chmum Y can bezc"""“"

the pogroms in Belfast and Derry,
were so relieved to see the British troops
go into action that for nearly a whole
year they dropped the slogan ‘British
Troops Out’.

trengthen-

it ne
For months before August, when the that the
British troops had no role in Northern “‘mcml can
Ireland affairs, they had made Troops Out problems.

one o their main slogans. It was  front page
headline in Socialist Worker in April 1969!
August, when the troops moved cenire nlge,
it was cloquently dropped.
On August 170‘1969, a mﬂ:y‘ ol';u‘l'e: BO:" the ""“’“:':d Q) gore rateer, cruce, s
special meeting of members
Jeading "comitiees. of the - Internationsl wil
mvotedhy’lostodmplh'l‘mop e same
ne””

The aecmm- o approve what the iroops were
doiny defended against the IS
Yeadeship's critics from the leht, notably the
Workers’ Fight faction within its ranks.

Clockwise: Socialist
.RE i H-:e;,,,,u 11.9.69; next two, SW 21.8.6
are elend SW page 1 11.9.69; minut f
f""’ lvhl invitin pag ; minutes o
.'A..: d' will ltﬁ 2 special IS leadership meeting.
Sts, 17.8.69: IS EC minutes 29.9.69

s“'a"st n the very first editorial, which were “mot angels” they will mot

Already in troops
ns was suppesed {0 put to Hights the abseace of  betrave with the same viciousness as the RUC
wepr Troops Out “in the headline” by warning  and B-Specials “because they do ot kave the
about the army’s ““long term role’ same ingrained hatreds”. (A resolution at the -
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that the troops’ presence was “‘in the long
term interests of British imperialism’’ had in
fact been voted down by Tony Cliff, John
Palmer and Paul Foot.)

The warning seemed to consist of the mild-
ly critical thought that *‘It should not be
thought that the British troops can begin to
solve the problems (of the Catholic workers).
The role of the British troops is not to bring
any real (!!) solution to the problems of the
people of Northern Ireland..."

Within a couple of weeks, the main fire
was directed at the leadership’s critics.
(Meanwhile, a Troops Out emergency motion
at IS’s conference was defeated after the
leaders had pulled out a good many

ic stops to create an of
hysteria in which those who argued for
‘Troops Out were accused of being ‘‘fascists’
who ‘“‘wanted a bloodbath™’.)

There were constant attacks in Socialist
Worker on ““those who call for the immediate
withdrawal of British troops™”, accompanied
by warnings about the horrors of life in
Catholic Belfast without British troops.
““When the Catholics are armed they can tell
the troops to go””, a front page caption in SW
generously conceded. But the idea of these
armed Catholics using their bullets to tell the
troops 0 go was just unthinkable: *...they
would merely add their bullets to those of the
Paisleyites and provoke an immediate clash
in a situation which would lead to massacre.”
And “when the Catholics are armed’’ they
would tell the troops to go because, the
assumption went, they wouldn’t need them
anymore — not because they were and would
be the enemy.

‘The paper had at first presented the issue as
2 purely internal Northern Ireland one, as if
the British ruling class had no interest in the
matter. The troops were passive and neutral:
“Behind the lines of British troops the
repressive apparatus of Stormont remains’
— as if the troops were not themselves
repressive.

Continuing this line of thought: ‘“‘the
Special Powers Act, which permits imprison-
ment without trial, has not been revoked” —
presumably, if the troops were really doing a
proper job, they might have gone on to
revoke the Act. “And when the troops
leave...”” it will all still be there. It didn’t oc-
cur o them that the troops might not leave
but stay on and themselves imprison people
without trial.

The IS leaders concocted an elaborate and
convoluted theory of lesser and greater con-
tradictions to justify their position.

he greatest ‘contradiction’ was between
the troops and the Paisleyites, who were
thwarting British designs for a_bourgeois
united Ireland. Meanwhile the ‘contrac
tion’ between the troops and the Catholics’
barricades, and the Catholic workers’ arming
and self defence, would only become acute
‘gt some future turn™. A centre page article
by Stephen Marks presented the case for
British troops to stay under the headline:
“‘Fine slogans and grim reality — The con-
tradictory role of British troops
Catholic workers time to arm against further
Orange attacks”.

The benefits of the British army in Belfast
and Derry were that they were *‘freezing’” the
conflict, “‘buying time” and providing “‘a
breathing space’” in which Catholics could
prepare to fight the Orange mobs. They could
also, apparently, ‘‘re-arm politically”’ in the
course of opposing the moderates’ calls for
reliance on the army — though no thanks to
Socialist Worker, which stood four-square
with the moderates with its apologetics for
the British Army.

The ‘contradiction’ between the Army and
the Catholics’ barricades and guns was in fact
acute from the first day. The army’s aim was
to prevent such self-defence — by

substituting for it, and by repressing it.

In the very week when the troops were tak-
ing down the barricades this same article talk-
ed of a ““future turn in the situation when the
demolition of the barricades may (!) be need-
ed in the interests of British capital itself and
not merely of its local retainers™.

IS made a big thing of the barricades.
Defence of the barricades had been its mili-
tant call, substituted for Troops Out as soon
as the troops were on the streets. The special
issue of SW on Ireland following the change
of line had declared in banner headlines:
““The barricades must stay until: *B-Specials
disbanded *RUC disarmed *Special Powers
Act abolished *Political prisoners released’’.
And on 11th September the main headline
was *“Defend the Barricades — No peace un-
il Stormont goes”.

This was in fact a call for British direct rule
indefinitely — just as today calls for ““Troops
Out and Disarm the Protestants” translate in
the real world into a demand for more troops
not less — for who is going to ‘“‘Disarm the
Protestants”?

But the week the barricades were taken
down in Belfast found SW with its main cen-
tre page policy article defending SW’s failure
to call for the troops to go (and in so doing,
defending the troops themselves);
and the week the barricades were brought
down in Derry, as a prelude to the liquidation
of ‘Free Derry’, found SW utterly silent on
the question.

To continue to call for the defence of the
barricades would have meant to call the
Catholics into conflict with the troops —
which really would have exposed ‘the main
contradiction’ in IS’s line.

When IS finally re-adopted Troops Out in
May or June of 1970 on a National Commit-
tee resolution from Sean Matgamna of
‘Workers’ Fight (they had fought tooth and
nail to avoid defeat on the question at the
Easter conference two months earlier) the IS
leaders said they had been right all along, and
of course they were right now to change. One
took one’s position “‘in response to changes
in the immediate role of the troops”. It all
depended on just what the Army was doing at
any particular time, though in fact the
decisive change in the relationship of the
Catholics to the British soldiers didn’t come
until later, when the switch from a Labour to
a Tory government (June) led to a clumsy ‘get
tough’ attitude to the Catholics, and then to
the curfew on the Lower Falls in July 1970.

The IS leaders didn’t for long hold to that
line that they had been right all along. For
‘many years they have denied they ever argued
for the troops to stay, and declare that those
who say so are slanderers, ‘‘scabs’, ‘‘pro-
imperialists’’, ‘Zionists'" etc.

In true Stalinist fashion they go through
the old papers, picking out a quote here and
there out of context to support their claim
that ‘‘week after week after week’’ they op-
posed the troops. But there are two simple
words that they can never quote after the
August of that crucial year, and they are:
TROOPS OUT.

e contradictory
role of British troops
gives Catholic
workers time to
arm against further
Orange attacks

From SW's centre page. 18.9.69
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part of the majority in a_ bourgeois
united Ireland, which would not fulfil
the oft-quoted Connolly’s desires one

jot.

But the real tragedy is that Foot’s
book does not advance his cause at all.
The cause is peace in Ireland, and the
unity not of geography but of the Irish
working class — Orange and Green.
There are real injustices in Northern
Ireland, injustices arising out of the ar-
tificial state imposed by partition. A
minority of Catholics have been im-
prisoned inside this state, and they are
entitled to better treatment than they get
at the hands of the British army or
Orange bigots. They are entitled to fight
back — and Foot can call it terrorism if
he wishes, but if he does he panders to
the very prejudice he claims to be
fighting. The fact remains that it is the
Catholics who have been systematically
terrorised, and oppressed, and it is with
I'hese people that our sympathy should
i

c.

But the British left has a responsibility
to do more than sympathise or to raise
the empty cry of ‘troops out’ in isolation
from the other issues.

The question why Britain Must Get
Out is easily answered: because Britain
has done a lot more harm than good,
and cannot aid the Irish working class in
their struggle for peace, unity and
socialism. But if the British troops left
tomorrow, a million people calling
themselves British would be left behind.
They do not want to be incorporated in-
to a Catholic state, and there is far more
reason to suppose that they would for-
cibly resist incorporation than to sup-
pooze, as Foot does, that it would all be

The evidence is that the Protestants
would fight. The evidence is that there
would be a bloody civil war, and that
civil war would lead not to unity but to
re-partition with, probably, a smaller
Protestant state with a smaller Catholic
minority. The problem created by the
fact that there are two communities i
Ireland will not go away with the British
troops any more than it can be written
away by sleight of hand rhetoric. That
problem has to be met head on, con-
fronted, faced up to, not slid round with
talk of ‘guarantees’.

The reason the problem must be ad-
dressed is not to simply conclude that
the Protestants will only accept a con-
tinuation of the status quo. The status
quo is unacceptable, it does not work, it
is an artificial creation and it is not the
expression of the Protestants’ political
rights.




Liz Millward reviews
reland: Why Britain
Must Get Out¢’ by Paul
Foot

ny consideration of the
Apolilical situation in Northern

Ireland amongst socialists must
be based on three central points — one
that the oppression of the Catholic
minority must be lifted, two that the two
segments of the Irish people must be
able to live mgelher and three, that the
final goal of any ‘solution” must be to
unite the Irish working class, Catholic
and Protestant, Green and Orange, in a
fight for the socialist answer to the ruin,
poverty and mass forced emigration
which Irish capitalism imposes on the
workers of Ireland, North and South of
the partition border.

The British left often loses sight of
these goals and becomes fixated on
slogans — using the history of Ireland to
justify the slogans and distorting it in the
process. It would do the left good to
forget its slogans for a while, and look at
the real situation.

British troops are responsible for
maintaining the framework of an un-
just, unworkable state, which
necessitates the denial of civil liberties to
a large section of the community,
resulting in deaths, maimings, horrors
like strip-searching, non-jury courts and
mass denial of human rights. Where that
community has fought back it has been
labelled ‘terrorist’ and the word has
been used to justify further oppression.
The Northern Ireland state can only be
sustained by these methods because it is
artificial and unjust by its very nature.

But any attempt to change the situa-
tion comes up against the fact that there
are two communities in Northern
Ireland. The united Ireland which would
satisfy the Catholics is unacceptable to

Protestants clash with the RUC in Portadown. Photo: John Arlhur’ (Reflex)

How not ¢o
argue for

withdrawal

the Protestants, and they have always
been prepared to fight to stop a united
independent Ireland.

hen Britain has tried to impose a
more equitable framework on an un-
workable system the Protestants have
fought them — as they fought power-
sharing in 1974. There is every reason to
suppose they would do so again and that
they would ﬁght the Catholics as well.
So any suggestion of a united Ireland
comes into conflict with an apparently
immovable obstruction.

The Protestants do not want to be a
large minority in a Catholic state. They
are a distinct community, considering
themselves British or at least different
from the Irish majority.

The way to get them to agree to a
united Ireland is not to simply pull out
British troops and leave them to sink or
swim. But it is not reasonable to allow
the current situation to continue because
the Protestants don’t want change.

The Protestants must have rights as a
large minority in a united Ireland, and
the structure of the new state should be
such that the majority cannot remove
those rights. The only possible structure
which could work is that of a federal
united Ireland, freeing the Northern
Catholics from their oppression, but giv-

ing the Protestants local autonomy in
the geographical area where they form
the majority (which is not the whole of
Northern Ireland by any means).

A solution ensuring the security of
both communities gives a real chance
that the communal divisions can break
down. Just calling for socialism won’t
suffice, because the working class in
Ireland is both Catholic and Protestant
and only the united working class can
make socialism. It is wishful thinking to
suppose the working class can be united
now, under these conditions, by bread-
and-butter issues and calls for socialism.
Unity may be possible for a short time
for a few people, or on a few issues —
but such accord swiftly breaks down in a
country splll by communal tension.

There is no magic slogan which will
ensure peace, unity and the potential to
build socialism. The debate has been
raging on the left for many years with
too much hiding behind slogans and far
too little honest appraisal of reality.

he blurb on the back of Paul
I Foot’s offering to the debate on
Ireland (Ireland: Why Britain
Get

Must Out)

turn to page 61
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