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And the beat goes on

We open this second issue of Red Banner with a confession of
our conservatism: our aim is exactly the same as it was before.
We are still committed to spreading and developing the ideas of
socialism, and thus strengthening the movement towards social-
ist revolution. The last six months have only piled up further
reasons to send capitalism down the road: the racist persecution
and deportation of refugees has escalated, politicians continue
to line their already bulging pockets, and imperialism bent over
backwards to pull us all to the brink of a third world war.

We have been genuinely heartened by the weicome Red
Banner has received. We thank all those who have expressed
their support in various ways for an unashamed magazine of
socialist ideas. This support has not been uncritical—but nor
would we wish it to be. We have stubbornly refused to claim a
monopoly of socialist knowledge: we want other socialists to
play a part in our work, to correct our mistakes, to improve and
build on what we have done.

On the other hand, the reaction of some on the left to the ap-
pearance of Red Banner has been instructive, to say the least.
Some have read us from the aitar and warned their flocks
against reading our immoral literature (which hasn’t stopped
those same flocks from hiding the magazine inside their hymn



books). Others have lamented that we haven’t forsaken an ab-
surdity which is logical and coherent to embrace one which is
iflogical and incoherent. Nowhere have we seen the leap of
imagination necessary if the left is to grow out of its internal ob-
sessions and play a constructive part in the movement of our
class. What we have seen, however, are groups taking our
opposition to sectarianism as an attack on themselves. Evi-
dently, the cap fits: this s high praise indeed.. ..

The reluctance of much of the left here is perhaps under-
standable. After all, the cry of anti-sectarianism has itself been
pressed into service more than once to anoint all manner of
sectarian manoeuvring. And many have a fear of freedom, a fear
of expressing their own ideas, thinking for themselves without
the safety blanket of a party line to cling to.

Nevertheless, this reluctance is without justification. Those
who write for Red Banner stand on their own two feet. In
contributing to this magazine, they subscribe to no line, buy in
to no organisation, sign up to no lifetime plan. What unites
them is a common commitment to the liberation of the working
class, to widening the understanding needed to achieve it.

This issue, we feel, reflects our intention of providing social-
ist analysis that is honest, open, and challenging. The giant
Larkin is compared and contrasted with the pygmies who claim
his legacy today. On the drugs issue, the need for fundamental
social change instead of state hypocrisy is outlined. Our study
of European capitalism’s headlong leap in the dark towards a
single currency is the most serious examination yet on the Irish
left of this new economic battlefield. Our article on the fight for
abortion rights deals with a question still to be answered by the
working class. We continue to unearth the forgotten theoretical
heritage of James Connolly, while our Revolutionary Lives
series looks at the work of Gramsci. The myth of the liberating
capacities of capitalist technology is debunked—and as before,
we believe in spreading socialism in borh languages spoken
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within the Irish working class. Again, we present original his-
torical research into the lessons of Irish history, and a socialist
perspective on culture.

Red Banmner still needs your help, however, if it is to reach its
potential. Write us articles and letters—taking up where we’ve
left off, giving out to us, or preferably both—in time for the
next issue, due in November. Get the magazine into as many
hands as you can. Above all, every one of us has to play their
part in the concrete struggles of the working class—fighting,
thinking, hoping. It is only as a part of that process that Red
Banner means anything.



Contents

The taming of Jim Larkin
Des Derwin 5

Drugs: Legalise or criminalise?
Lve Morrison 11

Bosses, yvorkers and the Euro
Antoin O Muircheartaigh 16

It hasn’t gone away, you know: The fight for abortion rights
Rosanna Flynn 26

REVOLUTIONARY LIVES Antonio Gramsci
Aindrias O Cathasaigh 29

Future Shock agus fabhalscéalta eile
Tomds Mac Siomoin 39

Fianna Fail and the IRA: Lessons from the 1930s
Brian Hanley 45

The Hidden Connolly 51

Working class fool: Workers in the arts and media
Mick Doyle 59

cover Michelle McDowell

The taming of Jim Larkin

Des Derwin

Last year SIPTU celebrated the 50th anniversary of Jim Larkin’s death
with a year-long programme of exhibitions, plaques, publications, pag-
eants, celebratory evenings, wreath-laying and an anniversary mass. (Ger
O’Leary breathing fire from the Ennis Conference podium was truly sur-
real.) Larkin was not hidden away this time: Larkin was changed. The
sting in the tail of the tale was the representation of his legacy to the
unions today. The will was rewritten, the testament tampered with.

If Marx was claimed as the grandfather of the Soviet Union, and Con-
nolly as a co-founder of the Irish state, there’s nothing particularly outland-
ish about SIPTU and ICTU leaders and thinkers adopting Larkin for the
partnership and consensus model of trade unionism.

Rubbish! No precedent of historical spin-doctoring takes the edge off
the audacity and incongruity of bracketing Larkin with a brand of trade
unionism, as espoused by the current leadership of the Irish unions (with a
few exceptions), that he damned and denounced throughout his lifetime.

An anniversary supplement to Newsline, SIPTU’s journal (February
1997), carried an article by Des Geraghty, now SIPTU Vice-President, en-
titled ‘Larkin’s legacy’. An edited version appeared in the Irish Times, The
article claimed that when Larkin died in 1947 “in truth it was the end of
his form of militancy”. (The sixties, the ‘decade of upheaval’, was still
thirteen years away.) Geraghty continued:

And he bequeathed that sense of vision to move beyond a defensive
pay-bargaining agenda to seck a new role for workers in the twenty-first
century workplace... Larkin organised labour and bargained for its
price. Our labour movement now bargains for everything which de-
termines the quality of that life. It is a qualitative change, a ripening of
the seed sown by Larkin and his peers. The modern trade union move-
ment uses collective intelligence rather than collective muscle but de-
mands recognition of workers as full intelligent human beings.

Before proceeding further we must object to what can only be termed an
insutt to Larkin. Larkin, Connolly and their peers did use coltective intelli-
gence. Larkin, the voracious reader, editor of a proletarian newspaper of



unsurpassed circulation, The Irish Worker, was no musclebound dumbo,
despite his disregard for rigorous theory.

The taming of Larkin is an ideological seam running through labour
studies for some time, meeting up latterly with the burgeoning literature
underpinning partnership and the national Programmes since 1987
Dermot Keogh's The Rise of the Irish Working Class and Manus
O’Riordan’s pamphlet Larkinism in Perspective: from Communism to Evo-
lutionary Socialism are previous contributions to the genre. Manus re-
vamped the pamphlet in 1995 as James Larkin Junior: the Voice of a
Thinking Intelligent Movement which was distributed at the Killarney
SIPTU conference with a foreword from Billy Attley. In it a plausible case
for Jim Larkin jumior embracing a collaborative direction is made.
‘Larkinism’ evolves into moderate reformism only through the genes of the
Larkin family.

At last year’s AGM of the Irish Labour History Society, ICTU General
Secretary Peter Cassells claimed that ‘partnership’ was in the tradition of
Larkin.

A quick blast from Larkin himself might be the best thing at this point,
before going on to challenge the above in more detail. On 22 November
1913, in the midst of the Lock-Out, the Daily Herald published a manifesto
from him which said:

The British trade union leaders seem to think, speak and act as though
trade unionism was meant 1o be used as a salve for the sore of pov-
erty... They seem to think that round-table conferences, nice language,
beautiful phrases that fall trippingly from the tongue, Conciliation
Boards and agreements are the be-all and end-all of life... We say trade
unionism is a root remedy and by industrial action we can accomplish
great things. We are not willing to say that trade unionism shatl be used
either by industrial commissioners, Conciliation Boards or by Cabinets
to chloroform the workers, to perssade them to remain as dumb, driven
dogs.

A slight problem when discussing what Larkin did and would have
done is that he did not disappear into thin air after 1913. The ‘mythical’
Larkin of the Lock-Out and all that may not have been the same man in
later years. There is substance to that claim, but none at all to the implica-
tion that he might have sat comfortably at the table negotiating Partnership
2000. In fact during some periods subsequent to 1913/14 he aligned him-

self with a politics that put him outside conciliatory trade unionism in a
more clear-cut way than during the 1907-1914 reign of ‘Larkinism’.

However, for most, “Larkin’ means the period up to and including
1913, and indeed it is the popular Larkin, the Larkin of that period, that is
hijacked with brazen cheek for social partnership. To counterpose the
actual policies and methods of the Larkin of that time to those of the ‘trade
unionism’ of our time merits a PhD in The Obvious.

In Belfast in 1907, 160 cross-channel dockers struck to impose a closed
shop on the Belfast Steamship Company. Larkin, as organiser there for the
National Union of Dock Labourers (NUDL), quickly brought out the other
cross-channel dockers by demanding a general wage increase. About 1,000
carters were locked out for refusing to pass the pickets and soon the coal
companies locked out another 1,000. (Eventually even the police went on
strike.)

Larkin’s instinct to escalate the strike, to ‘put "em under pressure’,
could not be further removed from the conduct of the Ryanair dispute for
union recognition. SIPTU have played it as a textbook exercise in
non-adversarial industrial methods. The action has been kept to a mini-
mum: confined to the company, to short, intermittent periods, without a
direct call for blacking, or even a picket line!

When the Ryanair strike did escalate, closing Dublin Airport on 7
March, SIPTU demobilised everything without making any gains as soon
as the genie of trade union power had materialised. In a similar vein, in
Belfast 1907 the negotiations were taken out of Larkin’s hands by the
NUDL'’s general secretary James Sexton. The coal companies had already
settled and Sexton negotiated a (favourable) return to work for the carters,
leaving the original dockers to go back without achieving their aims.

Larkin then won three disputes in Dublin during 1908 in the face of,
among other things, “a hostile union executive”, according to his biog-
rapher Emmet Larkin.

John Newsinger says: “Larkin’s success in no way improved his stand-
ing with the NUDL leadership which was completely opposed to his mili-
tant methods, preferring instead the path of moderation, conciliation and
collaboration... In essence, the ITGWU was established as a rank and file
revolt against the NUDL leadership.”

Newsinger captures Larkin’s industrial methods succinctly: *...the
principle of working class solidarity. This was the central ethic of the
ITGWU, the core around which everything else revolved. Any section of
workers in dispute couid rely on the active support of the rest of the union.
Picket lines were scrupulously respected and ‘tainted’ goods were never



touched. The sympathy strike was a crucial instrument for breaking em-
ployer resistance so that no group of workers was ever allowed to be de-
feated in isolation.”

These tactics are specifically ruled out by modern Irish trade union of-
ficialdom. The 1990 Industrial Relations Act has put iron into previous
self-limitation. Hence the freedom for Nolan’s Transport to load at union
Jobs and for Ryanair to be loaded by union oildrivers. It is not uncommon
for one SIPTU branch to work on while another conducts a strike in the
same company. Unions will not (and legally cannot) issue a leaflet calling
for a boycott of ‘tainted’ goods.

Larkin had a different response to the law than today’s response to
court injunctions (Building Workers Against the Black Economy being a
modern unofficial exception). An 'TGWU demonstration called for Sunday
31 August 1913 was banned. Larkin, just out on bail from a previous
arrest, defied the ban (even after his deputy William O’Brien had decided
to comply) and spoke from the balcony of the Imperial Hotel.

Almost immediately Larkin sought to spread the 1913 dispute to Britain
by seeking industrial action (not collections alone). On 16 September
Liverpool railworkers began to black all Dublin traffic and soom over
13,000 were locked out throughout England. The action was unofficial and
organised by local rank and file committees. What latterday claimant to
Larkin’s legacy sought the blacking of Liverpool traffic through Dublin in
support of the Liverpool dockers’ recent marathon struggle?

In November Larkin launched his *fiery cross’ crusade for more solidar-
ity support in Britain. “A second wave of unofficial action spread across
the country”, as Newsinger relates. “In South Wales two ASLEF drivers
were sacked and 30,000 railwaymen struck in support of them. Once again
[rail union leader J H] Thomas was instrumental in smashing the strike,
getting his members back to work.”

A Special Conference of the TUC on 9 December voted against sympa-
thetic action and, in Connolly’s words, “the leaders of the British labour
movement proceeded calmly to isolate the working class of Dublin.... And
so we Irish workers must go down into Hell”.

The notion that only the “modern” trade union movement could go be-
yond “a defensive pay-bargaining agenda” stems from the conceit that, be-
fore the Programme for National Recovery dumped every facet of social life
into the verbal embrace of ‘partnership’, the unions were concerned with
wages alone. Larkin declared in the first issue of The Irish Worker (27 May
1911) that the working class was determined on freedom “from military
and political slavery such as we suffer under at present, but also from a
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more degraded slavery, economic or wage slavery”. This meant “we must
have our own party”.

“Our labour movement now bargains about everything which deter-
mines the quality of that life”, writes Des Geraghty in Newsline. Every-
thing? What about house prices, rising at ten times the rate of wages?
James Plunkett tells us: “When Larkin’s aggressive methods of protest ex-
panded to include an attack on the housing conditions it resulted in the
setting up of a Housing Inquiry in 1913™.

Larkin, co-founder of the Labour Party and the Irish Citizen Army;
Larkin, virulent opponent of partition and the Great War; Larkin the syn-
dicalist. Larkin confined to wages?

While in the US Larkin spent three years—three years—in Sing Sing
prison for sedition. He was a co-founder of the American Communist
Party, he was elected to the Moscow City Soviet in 1922 and to the Execu-
tive Committee of the Communist International in 1924! The Larkin of
this period was a Bolshevik. In the recent SIPTU elections would he not
have supported Carolann Duggan?

What of the later Larkin? In his biography, Emmet Larkin characterises
the years 1928-1947 as “twenty years of decline” and devotes only ten
pages to them. In his The Republic of Ireland Raynor Lysaght says that
Larkin in 1933 “was himself starting to take up a more moderate attitude”.
As far as I'm aware none of those who write and speak of the later Larkin
(E Larkin, Nevin, de Courcy Ireland, O’Riordan or, forthcoming, Swift jor)
produce any positive evidence that Larkin (senior, that is) would have gone
along with ‘social partnership’.

What there is data for is Larkin’s continued commitment to class
struggle and left wing politics in the face of clericalism, conservative
nationalism and McCarthyism among the mainstream union leadership.
Larkin led the fight against the 1940 Standstill Order on Wages. The
Trade Union Act of 1941 led to “a storm of protest from trade unions but
notably not from the ITGWU” (as Donal Nevin writes). On 22 June 20,000
workers demonstrated against it in Dublin and (as Mike Millotte describes)
“Larkin senior defiantly burned a copy of the Bill on the platform”.
Throughout these years Larkin continued political activity, being elected to
the Dail three times and to Dublin City Council five times for the Irish
Workers League, his own organisation, and then the Labour Party. In 1941
ITGWU leader O’Brien condemned Larkin’s ‘Communism’. Around the
same time O’Brien was appointed a director of the Central Bank.

From whose legacy does partnership spring? A topical slice of social
partnership to put beside Larkin’s legacy: in April 1998 the Communica-
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tions Workers Union agreed a deal with Telecom Eireann giving employ-
ces 14.9% of the shares of the company in return for a raft of concessions
including vet another tranch of job losses (2,500 this time). Peter Cassells
of the ICTU called it “a watershed for industrial relations in this country...
a new model for partnership in the workplace, which has the potential to
change our industrial relations system for all time from conflict to
co-operation”. Fourteen point nine percent. Now there 's power!
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Drugs: Criminalise or legalise?
Eve Morrison

The use and misuse of illegal drugs by a significant percentage of the
population is one of the most controversial and emotive issues in Irish so-
ciety foday. Despite the massive funds that have been pumped into efforts
to stop their distribution, nationally and internationally, the use of unlawful
substances increases every year. The so-called ‘war on drugs’ is not only
failing to combat the situation competently, but is actually causing more
problems than it is curing. The social costs of the present policy are huge.
Millions of pounds are spent every year in enforcing prohibition, vet the
guards concede that they can prevent just 10 per cent of drugs smuggled
into this country from hitting the streets. As the free availability of them in
prisons shows, the state is unable to keep drugs out of even the most con-
trolled environments. Basic civil liberties have been seriously eroded under
the cover of anti-drug legislation which allows for seven day detention of
‘suspected’ drug dealers.

Drugs are a complex issue for which there is no simple answer. Yet an
increasing number of people, and a significant percentage of those engaged
in drug and crime related research, support some form of legalisation.
Their arguments are often grossly misrepresented and little understood. In-
deed, there is a significant lack of rational debate on how best to deal with
the drugs problem in general. The response at government level and in the
media to calls for decriminalisation or legalisation could be best described
as lacking in understanding and bordering on hysterical.

A particularly telling example was the popular reaction to an editorial
by Niall Stokes in Hot Press in 1996, after the deaths of two heroin
addicts: Carol-Anne Daly, who hanged herself in Mountjoy prison and
Josie Dwyer, who was beaten to death in Dolphin’s Barn by unknown
assailants. It is worth quoting the controversial passage in full—

It seems blindingly obvious to me that the best way to beat the drug
barons is to take their market away from them. This can be done in two
ways: by education and rehabilitation; and by supplying heroin—not
methadone—cheaply, to registered addicts. And if, to do this, it is nec-
essary to legalise heroin and create a legitimate trade in the drug under
state supervision, then that is the route to go.
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RTE and the Irish Independent carried condemnations of the editorial
from Fianna Fail TDs like Se4an Haughey and Noel Ahern, then Labour’s
Joe Costello and Independent Tony Gregory joined in the fray. Later, in an
interview with Hot Press, both Haughey and Costello admitted that they
hadn’t read the article but were reacting to the press coverage alone. Tony
Gregory wrote in the Sunday World that Stokes’ article “contributed noth-
ing to the debate about the drugs crisis”.

But the condemnation, though widely publicised, was not uniform.
Father Sedn Cassin of the Merchant’s Quay project, who wotks with heroin
addicts on a daily basis, and Paul O’Mahony, a leading criminologist and
psvchologist, publicly defended the sentiments expressed in the editorial.

In January of this year, MEPs from across the political spectrum
shouted down recommendations by the European Parliament’s Committee
for Civil Liberties to decriminalise the use of illegal drugs and regulate
trade in cannabis. More recently, the World Health Organisation sup-
pressed a report they commissioned on the use of cannabis because it stated
that long term use of cannabis was significantly less harmful than either
alcohol or tobacco.

Firstly, it is important to stress what exactly is being debated. No-one is
denying that we are, at present, faced with a very serious situation. It is
certainly a reality that the heroin problem continues to ravage the already
impoverished areas in Dublin’s inner city. Nor is anyone disputing that the
misuse of most drugs (alcohol and tobacco included) leads to a range of
social and medical ills.

What is open to question is whether or not these problems are caused by
the inherent evil of the drugs themselves, or by the failure of society to
legistate for drug use in a safe and effective manner.

UCC law lecturer Tim Murphy has stated in his pamphlet Re-thinking
the War on Drugs that

...the problems associated with drugs, when closely examined. only
serve to highlight more serious ills in contemporary society. These
problems have much deeper roots than the effects of any chemical: the
fixation with these effects and the ‘moral standards’ which their en-
forcement are said to violate obscure not only the harmlessness of much
illicit drug use, but also the complex of social, economic, cultural and
psychological factors which contribute to addictive and destructive be-
haviours of all kinds—those related to social organisation generally as
well as to drug misuse.
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Legalisation is not, nor could it be, a solution to drug misuse. But it is
the most effective way to deal with the immediate situation.

The present policy on hard drugs like heroin is fundamentally mis-
guided because it doesn’t address the key problem of why people come to
abuse them in the first place. The unpublished report of the Special Gov-
ernmental Task Force on Drug Abuse (set up in 1983) has been described
by Trinity lecturer Shane Butler as the “clearest... acknowledgement ever
made by Irish policy makers that drug problems in Dublin were largely
explicable in terms of the poverty and powerlessness of a small number of
working-class neighbourhoods.” International studies reach the same con-
clusion—serious drug misuse is more a product of bad social conditions
than anything else. Yet community groups in Dublin’s inner city have had
to fight tooth and nail to get even the most basic amenities in their neigh-
bourhoods, drug programmes remain chronically under-funded and local
campaigners are often subject to harassment by the authorities. It is a class
issue—rich people with drug problems do not have to turn to crime to sup-
port their habit.

It is important to stress that, despite popular belief, legalisation does not
mean an absence of legislation but a change in the law. It does not mean
that drugs would be freely available, ‘bottling heroin and giving it out to all
comets’. Heroin is far more dangerous than cannabis so the restrictions on
the use of the former would necessarily be that much more stringent.
Neither would legalisation promote drug use. It would seck to provide a
reasoned response to drug abuse that would try to reduce injury, both to the
problem users themselves and to society at large, as opposed to the moral
condemnation and punishment meted out by the prohibitionists. A/l drugs
are dangerous to differing degrees, legal or illegal, if used improperly.
Making some of them illegal, when large numbers of people are taking
them, in reality simply guarantees that users will use them dangerously
and, worse, drives them into the arms of criminals and criminal activity.

A policy of “harm reduction’ would seek to minimise the damage that is
being done to the misusers themselves and the community at large. It
would allow doctors to legally prescribe medically regulated doses of drugs
iike heroin to addicts. This would remove the addicts from the criminal
community in which their habit forces them to exist and allow them to deal
with their misuse in relative safety. With a whopping 80 per cent of all
street crime in Dublin related to drug use, the immediate benefit that such
a policy would be to the general public, as well as to the addict, is obvious.
It would also mean that the medical profession would be able to explore
other ways to minimise the damage that improper use of opiates can cause.
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Legalisation would also destroy the criminal dealers by denving them
the massive profits currently on offer from the illegal drug trade. Dr. John
Marks, a psychiatrist and member of the Addiction Executive Committee
of the Royal College of Psychiatrists, and a long-standing campaigner for
the legalisation of drugs, explains that

In order to control drugs, the State must actually have a lawful supply
of drugs. If it is too lax with the supply, we obtain the problems now
seen with alcohol. If it is too strict with the supply, criminals meet the
demand. If the State is so restrictive as to deny itself a lawful supply al-
together, it does not get rid of the supply—it simply hands it over, by
abdication, to the gangsters. And the drug market is the second largest
in the world, after weapons. Hence gangsters have a vested interest in
the return of prohibitionist governments. And although free markets
promote consumption, black markets peddle consumption under prohi-
bition, Only regulation controls consumption.

By refusing to regulate the supply of these drugs, the state is, in effect,
endangering people’s lives. Under prohibition, the quality control of illicit
substances is also in the hands of the gangsters. It creates a sitnation where
people have no idea what they are taking, and no way of finding out with-
out facing criminal prosecution themselves.

The role of the state as moral guardian, protecting the public from the
evils of drugs, does not stand up to scrutiny, even by its own standards. The
banning of these substances is a 20th century phenomenon, and had to do
with economic competition and social control: the moral condemnation
was the justification, not the cause. Cannabis is a good case in point.

What may come as a surprise to many is that up until the beginning of
the twentieth century, the hemp (cannabis) plant was one of the most
widely used natural resources on the planet. In fact, the amount of uses for
the cannabis plant is staggering.

Until 1883, 75-90 per cent of all the world’s paper was made from can-
nabis hemp, paper that is better and cheaper than that made from wood
fibre. The American Declaration of Independence was written on hemp
paper. Levi’s jeans were originally made from hemp fibres, as was ninety
per cent of the world’s rope, cord and thread. Its oil can be burnt to pro-
duce energy or used to mix paints and dyes. Cannabis pulp can be made
into a cheap, durable and fire resistant building material. The list goes on
and on.

The banning of cannabis in the United States in 1937 was largely pro-
moted by business interests. Pharmaceutical, petrochemical, alcohol, to-
bacco and paper companies combined to prevent cannabis being cultivated
because they could not compete with it.

In today’s world of scant natural resources and environmental crisis,
the continued suppression of a self-renewing and easily cultivated resource
such as cannabis is farcical and irresponsible.

As far as recreational use goes, there arc a number of reasons to con-
sider legalising cannabis. It is far less toxic than either tobacco or alcohol,
although—like any drug—prolonged and heavy use can have some
side-effects, albeit relatively mild. The dominant argument against canna-
bis is that it is a ‘slippery slope’ leading to the use of more dangerous drugs
like heroin. In reality, there seems to be a correlation between alcoholism
and heroin addiction, but not between cannabis and heroin addiction. The
majority of cannabis smokers are not harmed by their use.

A recent report by the London Institute for the Study of Drug Depend-
ence found that unlike opiates, tobacco and alcohol, cannabis cannot be
linked to any deaths. Despite this and the recognised health benefits of the
drug to patients suffering from cancer, aids, glaucoma and muitiple scle-
rosis, it remains banned.

Hundreds of thousands of people the world over—the great majority of
whom are normally law-abiding—regularly engage in criminal behaviour
by smoking cannabis. The failure of government policy to deter people
from using drugs is clearest in relation to this substance. Most of the drug
market and drug prosecutions in Ireland are in relation to the use and pos-
session of cannabis.

While legalisation is a reform that would drastically improve the situa-
tion, it would not end substance abuse. Such misuse is caused by more gen-
eral social ills and a fundamentaily discriminatory and unjust society. To
blame the chemicals lets the capitalist system off the hook. Tim Murphy
rightly observes that the only permanent solution to the drug problem is
“social policies motivated by socialist redistribution”. In other words, only
a society that invests in all its members equally can overcome all the social
complexities of poverty, unemployment and social alienation that are the
primary cause of drug misuse.




Bosses, workers and the Euro

Antéin O Muircheartaigh

Virtually all Irish politicians, employers and trade union leaders are en-
thusiastic supporters of the single currency. Do any of them understand
what is really going on? The project for a single currency is part of a proc-
ess. That process is the guided evolution of European capitalism from the
early 1950s to the present day and into the next century. The ultimate ob-
jective of that process is to create a political and economic framework
within which European capital can develop unhindered by historical bag-
gage and compete with contending centres of politico-economic power,
principally North America, Japan and, in the next century, China.

When the project is complete it will be a United States of Europe—the
largest economic power bloc in the world with the political superstructure
to enable it to develop the political and military power to match its eco-
nomic power. Every major development of the European Community since
1958 has been a staging post on the road to that objective. There was first a
Customs Union, then a Common Market, followed by Common Policies in
Agriculture and Fisheries, the European Monetary System, and the Com-
pletion of the Single Market in 1992. There will be a Single Currency, a
common approach to foreign and security policy, and eventually a Euro-
pean Military Industrial Complex and institutional reform culminating in a
European government of some kind. The Single Currency is one of the
most important and long-delayed stops along this route and should be re-
garded as a political objective as much as an economic one.

The Werner Report in 1970 was the first bite at the cherry. Werner,
then the Prime Minister of Luxembourg, proposed the creation of a single
currency among the then six members of the club, the original founders of
Germany, France, Benelux and Italy. It was hoped to create Economic and
Monetary Union (EMU) by the mid to late 1970s. Werner was premature.
The Vietnam war had already begun to throw international currency mar-
kets into turbulence. When the Oil Crisis caused by the OPEC quadrupling
of oil prices occurred in 1973, turbulence turned to chaos for much of the
1970s. The Wemner report was quietly shelved but not forgotten.

By 1979, another atternpt was made to pave the way for EMU but this
time it was a much more modest project. The European Monetary System
or EMS was formed in order to reduce fluctuations between the currencies
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of member states within a range which would be manageable and help to
create stability and business confidence. The exact mechanism for ensuring
this was called the Exchange Rate Mechanism or ERM.

A notional currency called the ECU was created under the ERM. It was
hoped that this would become the prototype for a real Euro currency even-
tually.

The next stage was the creation of the Single Market, agreed in 1985
and to be implemented by 1992. The Single Market was designed to re-
move all the internal frontiers and internal barriers to trade within the EC.
It was believed that the creation of a single market would dynamise the EU
economy, enabling it to grow as fast if not faster than their American and
Japanese rivals and to end what became known as Eurosclerosis, a kind of
sluggishness which meant that European capital was falling behind its
main rivals in economic growth rates, investment, research and develop-
ment (R&D), technological advances and employment creation.

Once the Single Market was in place, it was believed that then would be
the right time to introduce the Single Currency programme. The logic
would have been inescapable. Having created a single market by abolishing
12 national markets and integrating them into one huge dynamic, success-
ful European economy creating millions of jobs and rising living standards,
why not take the obvious next step and abolish the 12 separate currencies
with one currency for the one market?

A popular analogy was that completing the Single Market was like
building a house: a Single Currency would put the roof on the house. You
can’t have a house without a roof: it would just fall apart.

And so no sooner was the Single Market Programme in place than the
process leading to EMU and a Single Currency was set in train, a process
which was given legal expression in the Maastricht Treaty.

Two things happened to throw a spanner in the works of the Single
Currency project. The first was that the Single Market Programme did not
deliver the goods. The EU economy did not become more dynamic. In fact
it fell into recession and unemployment began to grow inexorably towards
the 20 million mark. The claims that the Single Market would create some
kind of economic miracle were based on faulty research and Euro-federal
idealism rather than any rigorous analysis. The main report was compiled
by a team led by Italian economist Paolo Cecchini, which is now widely
discredited among academic economists.

In a time of rising unemployment, it became more difficult to persuade
people to accept the next stage in the process when the current one was so
obviously failing. So an interim programme was put together. It was
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commissioned by Jacques Delors in 1993, called the White Paper on
Growth, Competitiveness and Employment—Challenges and Ways For-
ward into the 21st Century. This was a more coherent social-democratic
response to an emergency of exploding unemployment and social tensions
which saw the doubling of unemployment in a decade accompanied by the
ris¢ of neo-fascist parties all across the Continent.

It saw lack of public investment, lack of investment in the infrastruc-
ture—physical and telecommunications, and above all in human re-
sources—as a major problem. Low levels of investment in R&D and Sci-
ence & Technology as a proportion of gross domestic product (GDP) were
identified when compared to the US and Japan. European investment was
also less efficient in these areas. Even where technical expertise and the
volume of investment in science and technology was at least as good as
their competitors, Europe got a much lower return in terms of new job
creation and economic growth. The White Paper did stress the need for
EMU but it was clearly marginal to the real urgent problems facing the
European economy. The White Paper proposals could not be fully imple-
mented because they required the member states to significantly increase
public spending and investmaent in training, education, R&D and infra-
structure. At the same time governments were expected to prepare their
economies to meet the convergence criteria for entry to EMU on 1st Janu-
ary 1999. Most EU governments had large budget deficits and high levels
of national debt because of the recession and high unemployment.

The only way they could meet the criteria was by cutting back on public
spending, the exact opposite of the White Paper conclusions. It is impossi-
ble to know whether Delors was serious about the White Paper or whether
it was a public relations exercise to offset or deflect declining enthusiasm
for the wider goal of EMU. Either way, despite official endorsement by the
Council of Ministers at the Essen Summit, the White Paper strategy was
quictly forgotten as the governments of France, Germany and the Brussels
machine moved up a gear in the fight to save the EMU project.

The second spanner in the works was the effective collapse of the ERM
in the autumn of 1992. The ERM contained the prototype of the new EU
currency, the ECU. It was a system which tied EU currencies closely to-
gether. EMU would lock the currencies together irreversibly at fixed pari-
ties in 1999. Therefore, making the ERM more rigid was the bridge to
EMU. That bridge disintegrated after September 1992.

Precisely because the ERM became more inflexible as a means of pre-
paring for EMU, it fell apart. An exchange ratc reflects the price of one
currency in terms of another. It is the interface between the relative prices
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of one country and those of another. Relative prices in turn reflect the eco-
nomic structure and level of development of an economy. Labour costs dif-
fer from one country to another depending on such factors as the strength
of trade union organisation, levels of education and skill in the workforce,
industrial structure and productivity levels, as well as taxation policies.
Transport and utility costs differ from one country to another depending on
factors such as physical features, population size and density, peripherality,
etc.

The price of any good reflects the costs of its production, labour and
capital costs (or constant and variable capital costs), and these costs are in
turn determined by the intensity and efficiency with which these resources
are exploited. A unit of currency and what it can be exchanged for there-
fore represents, in a highly distilled form, the entire complex set of
socio-economic relations of a society. Since each organised society has a
different set of socio-economic relations, each has its own currency. This
causes a problem for trade because a unit of currency in one country will
not buy the same quantity as a unit of currency in another country.

Therefore a rate of exchange is necessary for each currency e.g. it is
necessary to establish how much one Irish punt is worth in German
D’marks, US dollars etc. so that trade can take place on the basis of
equivalence of values. If the exchange rate for each currency in terms of
every other currency is fixed and remains unchanged for all time, there is
no practical need for separate currencies at all. It would be far more con-
venient to have one currency for the whole world.

This is not possible because the economic structure and set of
socio-economic relations in each society is changing all the time and at dif-
ferent speeds. Some countries are growing faster than others; some are
developing and applying new technology better than others; they become
more or less competitive relative to each other; institutional, legal and cul-
tural changes take place at different speeds. Therefore the value of one cur-
rency in terms of any other is constantly changing, even on a daily basis,
although usually within very narrow ranges.

If the currency exchange rate of a country fails to adjust to changing
circumstances, that country will develop either a persistent long term bal-
ance of payments surplus or a persistent balance of payments defi-
cit-—either one is an unstable position and brings separate sets of problems.
The ERM became so rigid that it was unable to accommodate these ad-
justments by the early 1990s. '

Sterling, for instance, had gone into the ERM at the wrong rate. It was
valued at too high a rate against the D’mark and other currencies. As a
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result, British exporters found that they could not sell their goods abroad
because they were priced too high in foreign currencies. For the same
reason, imports became much cheaper than equivalent British goods, Brit-
ish consumers switched to buying more foreign goods, and they soon had a
huge balance of payments problem and rocketing unemployment.

The simple, obvious way to solve such a problem is to devalue the over-
valued currencies to a rate which reflects the real economic structure and
performance of the country concerned. Another way is to slash wages until
prices can be reduced to a competitive level. This is what the Churchill
government did in the 1920s. Britain was then on the “Gold Standard”,
something similar to a single currency. Every currency on the Gold Stan-
dard had a fixed, unchangeable value in terms of an ounce of gold, and
therefore had a fixed parity with every other currency on that Standard. It
soon emerged that sterling was overvalued on the Gold Standard. The par-
ity rate was out of line with socio-economic reality. British goods were too
highly priced on foreign markets. The Churchill solution was to cut prices
by cutting costs and to cut costs by forcing down the price of labour—wage
rates.

They forcibly reduced the wages of British miners and others, a move
which led directly to the general strike of 1926 which was followed by a
deep, unnecessary recession. Britain was forced to abandon the Gold Stan-
dard in 1931 and devalue against the US dollar in particular.

Italy and Spain had similar problems to Britain just before the ERM
collapse. The solution was obvious—a realignment of currencies within the
ERM to reflect the relative changes in real economic structure and per-
formance between the ERM member states. But this was not done because
such an exercise would show that the different European economies were
not ready for fixed exchange rates and it would call the whole EMU project
into question. In any realignment, the French franc would have to fall
against the D’mark but the French authorities set their faces adamantly
against this even though it meant, and continves to mean, huge unem-
ployment in France.

When the bureaucrats would not move, the markets moved for them
and began selling weak currencies and buying strong ones. By February
1993, we had a situation where two of the big four economies in the EU
(Britain and Italy) had departed from the ERM altogether; three others
were forced out of their permitted bands of fluctuation; and one had never
joined—Greece. So six of the then 12 states could not live with the ERM as
it was then.
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Afier that collapse, the ERM was re-constituted on the basis of the new
parities which the markets had forced and on wider bands of fluctuation
(15% instead of the previous 2.25% for most members). Once stability had
been restored, the drive to meet the convergence criteria and achieve the
single currency by the second target date (st January 1997 was the first
target) began in earnest, with Chancelior Kohl leading the charge. If there
was one lesson to be learned from this debacle, it was that the ERM needed
to be more flexible. Remarkably EU leaders drew the exact opposite con-
clusion and decided that a totally inflexible ERM, a single currency, a Gold
Standard for the 21st century, should be created as quickly as possible.
This demonstrated that the political importance of achieving EMU as-
sumed a greater priority among EU leading circles than tackling economic
problems like mass unemployment.

To join the club by 1999, countries had to abide by certain rules called
the convergence criteria. These convergence criteria basically required
aspiring members to behave like conservative German governments and
central banks did before German re-unification. Their national debt had to
be low—no more than 60% of national income. Government could not
spend more than they took in from tax revenue unless the deficit was below
3% of national income. They had to keep their inflation rate within sight of
the three lowest inflation states (and the same condition attached to long
term interest rates), and their currency had to be stable within its band for
two years before 1st January 1999. These are the convergence criteria.

Most EU governments have great difficulty meeting these targets agd
can only do so by savage cuts in public spending, usually accompanied by
higher taxation on working people and the abolition or restriction of a
whole range of social rights, from old age pensions to free health care aggd
free education. Because the big and medium sized economies were among
the worst debtors, a programme to cut debt levels radically in a very short
time-frame has had devastating consequences for the whole of the EU
economy. Because state spending accounts for 45-50% of national income
in most EU countries, large cuts in public spending can only have one
effect—they depress economic activity and increase unemployment.

Ken Coates, a British socialist MEP, has warned that the Maastricht
convergence criteria could lead to a widespread loss of jobs across Europe
unless they are balanced by action at the level of the Union. Writing in the
European Labour Forum, 1995, Coates drew attention to several recent
studies which showed that a single currency and the programme needed to
realise it would lead to massive job losses and falling living standards in
Austria, France, Denmark and Britain.
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The attempt to meet the criteria have devastated the EU economies
committed to the project. In Belgium wages have been frozen for the last
three years. In January 1996, former French President Valery Giscard
D’Estaing confidently predicted that the French economy would expand by
2.8% in that year, thus easing the path to EMU. In fact the Maastricht in-
spired deflationary policies cut French growth in half to 1.5%. Italy, one of
the star performers of the EU economies in the late 1980s, has gone for the
EMU rules with a vengeance and as a result the Italian economy stagnated
in 1996, with a growth of only 0.7%. In 1997, it was expected to grow by a
still very low 1%. Unemployment in the EU as a whole stands at a histori-
cally high 11.25% and shows no sign of declining. In both France and
Germany unemployment bas reached post war record levels. The Septem-
ber 1997 figures for Germany show unemployment at 4.5 million and ris-
ing, figures not seen since the 1930s. In Naples and parts of southern Italy,
unemployment rates are as high as 55%.

While workers, pensioners and public servants have resisted these cuts
with mass protests in France and Germany especially, the European Trade
Union Confederation (ETUC) tamely pursues its role as the trade union
wing of the Brussels bureaucracy. However, even the ETUC is concerned at
the deflationary impact of the convergence criteria.

Peter Coldrick, Secretary of the ETUC, said in a statement on January
29th 1996 in an ETUC Declaration on Employment Creation and EMU:

There is a rising groundswell of opinion in the European debate that
without credible initiatives to support economic growth—and especially
employment creation—the single currency is unlikely to be accepted by
workers and public opinion, and its very feasibility may be thrown into
question.... the IGC [Inter-Governmental Conference] should aim to
restore balance to the Treaty by giving the Union the essential powers
and instruments to pursue a co-ordinated and effective employment
policy... a European pact for employment could help build the climate
of confidence and security which is lacking today, and help clear the
path towards monetary union, which would then be flanked by a real
European strategy for employment of equal strength and priority.

There are no credible initiatives, and unemployment has become much
worse in the EU since that statement. So if all of the warnings of the stud-
ies referred to have been borme out, why is EMU apparently going ahead
like a runaway train that no-one can stop or seems to want to stop? The
straightforward answer is that EMU is in the long term interests of Euro-
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pean capital and that it is worthwhile enduring (what they believe will be)
short term pain to secure the ultimate objective.

The main arguments in favour of EMU are that a single currency will
reduce transactions costs, create a climate of stable, low inflation and in-
terest rates, enhance growth and employment and make the single market
more efficient. In other words European capital needs to reduce costs and
increase profit margins in order to avoid losing out in the global battle for
market share, and the economic and political power which comes with
that. The Single Currency itself will probably not reduce costs very much at
all. But the process of getting there will reduce substantially social costs
which must be paid for by taxation, and these social costs are being re-
duced by dismantling whole sectors of the welfare state. Perhaps even more
importantly for capital in the long run is the belief that once a single cur-
rency is in place, it will force labour markets to become more “flexible”.

European trade unions will lose many of the legal protections they have
fought for for the last hundred years or so. The liberalisation of labour
markets will reduce labour costs, make labour more mobile, reduce trade
union power and increase labour productivity. This they see as the key 1o
global competitiveness in the battle against non European based capital.

The propagandistic arguments in favour of a Single Currency are not
convincing. The main claim is that EMU will lead to a2 permanent regime
of low inflation and low interest rates. This claim is not proven. The
United States is an economic and monetary union with a single currency.
The US has experienced many periods of high interest rates and inflation
in the last 20 years. The existence of a single currency per se does not
guarantee low interest rates and inflation. Overall macroeconomic policy as
well as the global environment are the determining factors here.

And well run economies outside a single currency area—even outside
the EU like Switzerland and Norway-—can deliver low inflation and lew
interest rates also.

Transactions costs (the banking costs of changing one currency into an-
other) will be eliminated and may result in savings of 0.5% of gross
national product to Ireland, according to the ESRI study of the implications
of EMU for Ireland. Transactions costs are a small proportion of the total
costs of trade. Trade between member states is 62% of the total trade of all
member states with all other countries, including those outside the EU.
Therefore transactions costs will still exist on almost 40% of total EU
trade.

The advantages of a Single Currency claimed by the EU Commission
are neither convincing nor important. They know that they cannot achieve
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a federal Superstate without a single currency. They have their eye on the
long term objective and probably do not themselves believe that a single
currency will have any transformative economic consequences in the short
to medium term. EMU is therefore about carving out for European capital a
pre-eminent position as a global economic and political power bloc in the
21st century. It is not an end in itself but part of a process of continuous
change and evolution.

France and Germany have already mapped out the next phase. It is
fiscal and social security harmonisation. They want to introduce the same
system of direct and indirect taxation across the EU. This would mean a
reduction in the level of social provision from the highest standards pre-
vailing in Europe, because one of their key concerns is that countries with
high levels of social protection (and therefore high social security charges
on labour, such as Belgium) are losing out in terms of jobs and investment
to countries with lower levels of social protection.

Despite the devastation which adherence to the convergence criteria has
caused, despite serious doubts among many economists, both of the left and
the right, about the chances of the project succeeding in achieving the de-
clared advantages, it is apparently going ahead. The political logic of the
dynamics of the EU integration project, and the wider agenda of creating a
superstate, demands that the project proceeds as planned and is immedi-
ately followed up with a strategy for tax and social security harmonisation.

If it does go ahead on time, there is likely to be serious consequences
for less developed regions and for countries which enter EMU with their
carrency fixed at a parity which is higher than their economic circum-
stances would justify (primarily France).

Less developed states which experience difficulty keeping up with
higher growth and higher productivity regions will not be able to use
monetary policy to re-adjust slowly to a changing external environment or
to adjust to a sudden shock or localised recession. They can only react by
cutting wages, freezing wages, or ensuring that wages grow much more
slowly than elsewhere. Alternatively they will attempt to increase labour
productivity quickly by shedding large numbers of jobs. The unemployed
workers would be expected to move to other regions of the union where
there is a demand for labour (hence the importance of labour mobility).

Each state would be in much the same position as a state within the
USA. However, unlike the USA, a state which gets into serious trouble
vis-a-vis the rest of the union cannot be bailed out with large transfers of
federal funds. This is not permitted under Maastricht rules and the EU will
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not in any event have a federal budget to rescue individual states from
severe recessions until well into the latter half of the next century.

States which are in severe difficulty will not even be allowed to borrow
significantly on their own account in international markets. In EMU then,
governments will surrender monetary policy as an instrument altogether
and fiscal policy options will be severely constrained. Economic power and
decision making will be centralised in a European Central Bank account-
able to no democratic body and operating solely in the interests of Euro-
pean finance capital as dictated by the rules and conventions of “prudent
management” in the world of banking.

Ireland may face special problems if this country joins and the British
remain outside the Euro bloc. If Britain stays out, then 60% of our trade
will continue to be carried on in sterling, dotlars and non-Euro currencies.
This implies a very large exposure to risks of shocks from outside the
Euro-zone, as has been pointed out by economists such as Jim O’Leary,
Brendan Walsh, Anthony Leddin, Dan McLaughlin, Chris Johns, Austin
Hughes and others.

The ESR{ have estimated that if Ireland joins and Britain remains out-
side, we would still gain a net 10,000 jobs from EMU participation. Jim
O’Leary of Davy Stockbrokers disputes the ESRI analysis on the basis that
their interest rate assumptions are over-optimistic. The Department of
Finance, in a special study of the industries vulnerable in an EMU without
Britain, has identified approximately 50,000 jobs as in the serious risk
category.

In other words, if Ireland joins and Britain remains outside, and if there
is a substantial devaluation of sterling against the Euro, we could lose up to
50,000 jobs. This could occur because a sudden large devaluation of ster-
ling against the Euro would automatically increase the prices of Irish ex-
ports to Britain. The Irish exporting companies, mainly in the food sector,
would see their profit margins wiped out unless they could reduce prices to
the British market. They could only do this in two ways—either cut wages
or jobs in Ireland, or simply relocate their plants to Britain.

The Single Currency project poses the greatest continent-wide assault
on the jobs, rights and living standards of European workers since the
1930s. Its success or failure is directly related to the ability of the working
class across the Continent to fight and resist it.
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It hasn’t gone away, you know:
The fight for abortion rights

Rosanna Flynn

An unplanned pregnancy is never welcome news. If you are a 13-year-old
rape victim, from a problem family, forced by poverty and discrimination
to live in overcrowded conditions without basic amenities, it must be hor-
rendous. When the powers that be spend weeks discussing whether or not
you will be allowed to travel to another country for an abortion, it gets
worse. On top of this, when your father is suddenly and mysteriously con-
vinced that you should go through with the pregnancy, and you are sub-
jected to harassment, and told that you will be guilty of murder if you re-
verse the invasion to which your body has been subjected, it must be un-
bearable. No wonder you see suicide as the only alternative.

All this happened last year in Ireland. The girl in question stuck to her
guns, and was finally allowed have her pregnancy terminated in England.
But this was not the first time. There was a similar case in 1992. Irish
people in their thousands insisted that the victim was allowed to go to
England for an abortion, and forced the Supreme Court to accept that a
suicidal woman has that right.

But in many other cases, women were denied such a right. In 1981,
midway through drug treatment for cancer, Sheila Hodgers became preg-
nant. To protect the “equal right to life” of the foetus, the drugs were with-
drawn. After three months a tumour developed and she bore a premature
baby which died immediately. Sheila died three days later.

There are many reasons why women have abortions. They come from
all age groups in the childbearing years, and from all social and economic
backgrounds. Some are married, and some are not. For some the pregnancy
is just bad timing. Some see themselves as too young, or too old. Some
have pressures of work or study. Some have completed their families. Some
do not wish to become mothers at any time.

Many working-class women cannot afford to bring up a child. But pov-
erty alone should not prectude motherhood. The state should provide full
back-up services: proper free créches, top grade medical care, good hous-
ing, good education and a good income. Capitalist society puts enormous
financial strain on parents, whether married or single. The state should
recognise this and play a much greater part in their care and upbringing.
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What is needed is more practical help in the upbringing of children, and
less scaremongering about the supposed psychotogical damage caused by
abortion.

The “inevitable, life-long trauma™ resulting from abortion has little
foundation. Nine times out of ten, women’s post-abortion feelings are of
overwhelming relief. When guilt is felt, it is either connected with the re-
lationship that led to conception or because of the pro-life lobby who por-
tray abortion as murder, and subject us all to large gruesome photographs
of aborted foetuses.

Why do these fanatics constantly talk about the unborn? A foetus is a
potential human being, completely dependent on the woman for life, nour-
ishment, oxygen, etc. Her body is host to it—a wonderful thing if you want
to bear a child, but not at all pleasant if you don’t. She, and only she, has
the right to determine the future of the foetus. If a woman opts for termi-
nation, then obviously, the sooner this is done the better. Here her financial
status plays a part. For working-class women getting the money together
can be a very big problem, and can mean quite a long delay. There are the
extra expenses of travel and accommodation. If she lives outside of the big
cities, information and assistance will be more difficult to get.

The pro-lifers also tell us that we will sustain physical damage from
abortion. This is just not true. The fact is that, up to twelve weeks, it is
safer to have an abortion than to give birth. If the problem is addressed
early in the pregnancy, theoretically surgery can be avoided altogether. A
pill, called Mifegyne, that can terminate pregnancy, has been availabie for
some years now. In theory, any GP in Britain can prescribe it up to nine
weeks, but in reality they don’t, as the law requires written permission
from two doctors. The treatment consists of one pill and one pessary—no
surgery, no hospitalisation, no anaesthetic—and is successful first time in
96 per cent of cases. The oniy proviso is that the patient is within ten miles
of a GP, or near a hospital with 24-hour emergency service. Much safer
than childbirth or surgical abortion, it costs £70. Going to England for an
abortion costs on average £1,000.

Therefore, one would assume the days of invasive surgery were over.
Not so. This pill is the best kept secret in the medical profession. It is used
in just 5 per cent of cases. You need to know the name of the product, and
who will prescribe it. The only problem is one of cost. It is, of course, foo
cheap. Mifegyne was denied a licence for ten years in Britain. Huge profits
are made out of women with unwanted pregnancies. Only 10 per cent of
abortions in Britain take place on the NHS. The real immorality involved
in abortion is the profiteering of the private healthcare industry.
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The media never tire of telling us that, of course, “no one in Ireland
wants abortion”. But an opinion poll in December told a different story. 77
per cent believed abortion should be available in certain circumstances (or
in all circumstances, according to 28 per cent). 16 per cent wanted the
‘pro-life’ eighth amendment to the constitution repealed, and another 33
per cent favoured limited abortion legislation. Those who want abortion
rights for Irish women are no tiny minority.

The often proclaimed end of the liberal agenda is perhaps most non-
sensical when it comes to abortion, where the rights won for Irish women
remain pitiful. The eighth amendment, and the British Act of 1861 that
forbade abortion, need to be repealed. Abortion must be made available
free of charge to all women wanting to termirate their pregnancy. The ‘soft
option’ of legislation within the terms of the X case judgment won’t do.
Legislation requiring women to prove suicidal tendencies to the satisfaction
of judges, doctors and other self-proclaimed ‘experts’ would do nothing to
extend abortion rights. In practice, no woman would put herself through
such an added ordeal, and the trail to England would continue.

The nettle has to be grasped. Free abortion on demand is a necessity for
Irish women. When it comes to abortion rights, the fight has only just

begun.
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REVOLUTIONARY LIVES
Antonio Gramsci

Aindrias O Cathasaigh

When the Italian socialist leader Antonio Gramsci was imprisoned by
Mussolini’s regime, his fame had preceded him. One day in the prison yard
a fellow inmate “stared at me for a while, then asked, ‘Gramsci, Antonio?’
Yes, Antonio! I answered. ‘It can’t be,” he said, *Antonio Gramsci must be
a giant, not a little squirt like you.”” And Gramsci—shy, awkward,
hunchbacked—indeed went against every conventional stereotype of the
rugged revolutionary.

Gramsci was born in Ales on the island of Sardinia on 22 January
1891. His father was a government official, which meant that the Gramsci
family were comfortably off. But Antonio’s personal destiny was inter-
rupted in early life. A childhood accident led to a severe spinal deformity
and set off a train of illnesses that would follow him all his life. And after
his father made the mistake of backing the wrong clique in a local election,
irregularities were suddenly discovered in his running of the land registry,
and his imprisonment plunged the family into poverty.

So Gramsci soon came to know the misfortune of ending up on soci-
ety’s losing side. At the age of eleven he had to go to work—ironically
enough in the land registry, although he was shifting registers about rather
than writing in them. Despite doing very well in school he had to give up
his education to support the family, while the less-gifted sons of shopkeep-
ers went forward. He experienced the desperate conditions of the Sardinian
working people, a consequence of Italian capitalism’s underdevelopment of
the south and the islands.

His father’s release after a few years allowed Gramsci to continue his
schooling, though not without great sacrifice by the family, and in 911 he
managed to win a scholarship to the University of Turin. So Gramsci
moved from the economically backward island to the heart of industrial
Italy—and of Italian socialism. He was already familiar with socialist
ideas: not only had his elder brother sent socialist literature home while
working in Turin. but the working class of Sardinia itself had begun to
fight. Gramsci rejected the socialism on offer from the Sccialist Party (the
PSI), however. Its wooden version of Marxisin reduced the achievement of
socialism to a mathematical accumulation of economic data, and it saw the
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south as a “ball and chain” on the advanced workers of northern Italy. He
nevertheless joined the party in 1913, and became involved in writing for
and editing the city’s socialist papers, but the sources of his socialism
weren't those of the PSI leadership.

He finally embraced Marxism, like so many others, under the influence
of the Russian revolution of 1917. Here was a revolution, he wrote, which
destroyed the ‘Marxist’ schema: instead of waiting for capitalism to em-
brace every last inch of Russia, the Bolsheviks had realised that the time
was ripe for the workers to take power. Here was a Marxism that was about
taking a real, active part in history, not passively accepting a role as its
victims.

These ideas became a practical reality during the ‘biennio rosso’, the
“two red years’ of 1919 and 1920. The first world war was followed by a
drastic economic crisis, in which the cost of living rocketed. In response,
and in tandem with the revolutionary upsurge across Europe, the Italian
workers launched wave upon wave of strikes and demonstrations, culmi-
nating in September 1920 when they seized control of their factories for a
time,

Gramsci and others launched the magazine L 'Ordine Nuovo (The New
Order) in the midst of the struggles. Consciously identifying themselves
with the Russian revolution, the ‘ordinovisti” asked themselves if the Ital-
ian working class had any native equivalent of the soviets—the workers’
councils used by the Russian workers to win power. They had: the internal
commissions. These committees of trade union representatives in each fac-
tory had to transform themselves into factory councils, broaden themselves
out to include unorganised workers, challenge the bosses’ power in the fac-
tories, and link up nationally to fight for political power. Gramsci wrote
that

the development of the internal commission became the central prob-
lem, the idea, of L’Ordine Nuovo. It came to be seen as the fandamen-
tal problem of the workers’ revolution,; it was the problem of proletarian
“liberty”. For ourselves and our followers, L ‘Ordine Nuovo became the
“journal of the Factory Councils”. The workers loved L ‘Ordine Nuovo
(this we can state with inner satisfaction) and why did they love it?
Because in its articles they discovered a part, the best part, of them-
selves. Because they felt its articles were pervaded by that same spirit of
inner searching that they experienced: “How can we become free? How
can we become ourselves?” Because its articles were not cold, inteilec-
tual structures, but sprung from our discussions with the best workers;
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they elaborated the actual sentiments, goals and passions of the Turin
working class, that we ourselves had provoked and tested. Because its
articles were virtnally a “taking note” of actual events, seen as moments
of a process of inner liberation and self-expression on the part of the
working ¢lass.

Gramsci and the Ordine Nuovo insisted that the workers’ state already
existed potentially in the organs of the working class. That state—which
“will guarantee freedom to all anti-capitalist tendencies and offer them the
possibility of forming a proletarian government, and externaily will operate
as an implacable machine crushing the organs of capitalist industrial and
political power”—would need the economic power of the workers as a
basis for its political sway. The socialist revolution, wrote Gramsci, was
not just a matter of overthrowing the capitalist state, or of placing power in
the hands of communists: “The revolution is proletarian and communist
only to the extent that it is a liberation of the proletarian and communist
forces of production that were developing within the very heart of the soci-
ety dominated by the capitalist class.” And the factory council was the tool
for the job: “The Factory Council, as an expression of the autonomy of the
producer in the industrial sphere and as the basis for communist economic
organisation, is the instrument for the final struggle to the death with the
capitalist order, in that it creates the conditions in which class-divided so-
ciety is eliminated and any new class division is made ‘physically’ impos-
sible.” -

PSI leaders condemned the Ordine Nuovo for concentrating on indus-
trial issues to the exclusion of politics. This was a myth, replied Gramsci:
“we simply made the mistake of believing that only the masses can make
the communist revolution, and that neither a party secretary nor a president
of the republic can achieve it by issuing decrees. Apparently this was also
the opinion of Karl Marx and Rosa Luxemburg, and is Lenin’s opinion”.
They also, unlike the Socialist leaders, wanted to win the smail farmers of
the south to their banner: “not only is it true that by emancipating itself the
working class will emancipate all the other oppressed and exploited
classes, but it is no less a fact that the only way these other classes will ever
emancipate themselves is to enter into a close alliance with the working
class”.

The PSI proved unwilling and unable to seize the opportunity of the
biennio rosso. While the party had a large reformist wing, and a bigger
revolutionary wing, the main levers of power were held by the
‘maximalists’. The language of maximalism was revolutionary—they
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opposed the war, supported the Russian revolution, called for communism
in Italy—but its practice was all compromise. The ordinovisti demanded
that the PSI expel the reformists, lead the factory council movement to-
wards political power, become a real revolutionary socialist party. All this
the maximalist leaders refused to do, abandoning the struggles of 1919-20
to a lack of direction.

The battle for the PSI was fought out at its congress in January 1921.
When the dust settled, the reformist resolution won 14,000 votes, the
maximalists won 98,000, and the revolutionaries 58,000, This left wing
walked out and set up the Commmunist Party of Italy (the PCI).

Gramsci had written prophetically the year before that

The present phase of the class struggle in Italy is the phase that pre-
cedes: either the conquest of political power on the part of the revolu-
tionary proletariat and the transition to new modes of production and
distribution... —or a tremendous reaction on the part of the propertied
classes and governing caste. No violence will be spared in subjecting
the industrial and agricultural proletariat to servile labour: there will be
a bid to smash once and for all the working class’s organ of political
struggle (the Socialist Party) and to incorporate its organs of economic
resistance (the trade unions and co-operatives) into the machinery of
the bourgeois State.

This was the period when the fascist squads began to grow, breaking
strikes of agricultural workers, burning down the offices of trade unions
and socialist papers. Without the benefit of hindsight, it proved very diffi-
cuit for the Italian socialists to get to grips with fascism, but Gramsci’s
writings provide brilliant insights. He recognised that fascism was not just
any old reactionary movement, but a new, specific, and dangerous phe-
nomenon, based in the Halian middle class. It was supported and employed
by big landowners and businessmen, but had a definite degree of auton-
omy. It would face internal contradictions between its anti-establishment
rhetoric and its conservative reality. The rise of fascism demanded a seri-
ous, united working-class response—ultimately, the overthrow of capitalist
society itself,

What could have been the beginnings of such a response sprang up in
the form of the Arditi del Popolo, popular anti-fascist militias.
Rank-and-file Socialists, Communists, and trade unionists joined and sup-
ported the Arditi, but the leaderships of both the PSI and the PCI opposed
them. Gramsci publicly expressed his own support, but the PCI line de-
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manded separate Communist militias—which failed to materialise, even
after the Arditi del Popolo died out in the face of such opposition.

This was typical of the PCI’s sectarian attitudes. The 58,000 congress
votes didn’t translate into anything like 58,000 members for the new party,
and the majority of left-wing workers stayed elsewhere. Amadeo Bordiga
emerged as Communist Party leader—a powerful fighter but rigidly sectar-
ian. Under his leadership fascism was regarded as just another form of
capitalist reaction, which would succeed only in paving the way for social-
ist victory. A united front with other working-class organisations was off
the cards, as was any attempt to make the PCI a mass workers’ party. As
long as the Communists kept themselves pure in readiness for the revolu-
tion, all would be well.

Little trace of Ordine Nuovo politics was to be found in the young PCL
Gramsci made no challenge to Bordiga at first, however. If Bordiga was
too far to the left, others in the party were too far to the right, and he was
concerned not to allow them assume leadership. And indeed, Gramsci him-
self was by no means free of Bordigan tendencies. But he soon became
convinced that the party bad to be turned around. '

Bordiga’s dominance, he concluded, arose from his willingness to or-
ganise a faction within the PSI years before. If the ordinovisti hadn’t been
reluctant to do the same, the factory occupations of 1920 could have found
a socialist leadership and a different result. Instead, when the split came,
the PCI became an ultra-left ramp, and too fixated on itself to become any-
thing else:

The error of the party has been to have accorded priority in an abstract
fashion to the problem of party organisation, which in practice has
simply meant creating an apparatus of functionaries who could be de-
pended on for their orthodoxy towards the official view. It was believed,
and is still believed, that the revolution depends only on the existence of
such an apparatus; and it is sometimes even believed that its existence
can bring about the revolution.... Any participation by the masses in
the activity and internal life of the party, other than on big occasiqns
and following a formal decree from the centre, has been seen as a dan-
ger to unity and centralism. The party has not been seen as the result of
a dialectical process, in which the spontaneous movement of the revo-
lutionary masses and the organising and directing will of the centre
converge. It has been seen merely as something suspended in the air;
something with its own spontaneous and self-generated development;
something which the masses will join when the situation is right and
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the crest of the revolutionary wave is at its highest point, or when the
party centre decides to initiate an offensive

A major educational effort was required inside the PCI to make its activists
into real Marxists, “who in other words have brains as well as lungs and a
throat”.

Gramsci eventually won the argument, and by 1924 was effectively
leader of the party. (He was clected as a parliamentary deputy in the same
year.) He attempted to point the Communists in a new direction:

The principle that the party leads the working class must not be inter-
preted in a mechanical manner. It is necessary not to believe that the
party can lead the working class through an external imposition of
authority.... these deviations lead to an arbitrary, formal over-estima-
tion of the party, so far as its function as leader of the class is con-
cerned. We assert that the capacity to lead the class is related, not to the
fact that the party “proclaims” itself its revolutionary organ, but to the
fact that it “really” succeeds, as a part of the working class, in linking
itself with all the sections of that class and impressing upon the masses
a movement in the direction desired

And it could only become a real party of the working class in so far as it
tackled the concrete problems that the struggle for power threw up. For in-
stance, “In no country is the proletariat capable of winning power and
keeping it with its own forces alone”, wrote Gramsci. “It must therefore
obtain allies: in other words, it must follow a policy that will enable it to
place itself at the head of the other classes who have anti-capitalist inter-
ests, and guide them in the struggle to overthrow bourgeois society.”

In Italy this meant above all winning the small farmers of the south.
Looking back on the years of the Ordine Nuovo, Gramsci claimed as one of
its great merits “that of bringing the Southern question forcibly to the
attention of the workers’ vanguard, and identifying it as one of the essen-
tial problems of national policy for the revolutionary proletariat.... The
revolutionary worker of Turin and Milan became the protagonist of the
Southern question” instead of the southern middle-class politicians. But
these same revolutionary workers would first have to shed every trace of
craft or regional prejudice:

The proletariat can become the leading and dominant class to the extent
that it succeeds in creating a system of class alliances which allows it to
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mobilise the majority of the working population against capitalism and
the bourgeois State.... They must think as workers who are members of
a class which aims to lead the peasants and intellectuals. Of a class
which can win and build socialism only if it is aided and followed by
the great majority of these social strata. If this is not achieved, the pro-
letariat does not become the leading class; and these strata (which in
Ttaly represent the majority of the population), remaining under bour-
geois leadership, enabie the State to resist the proletarian assault and
wear it down.

Gramsci’s leadership of the PCI was abruptly terminated on 8 Novem-
ber 1926. On the pretext of an attempt to assassinate Mussolini, the fascists
moved to wipe out all opposition. Gramsci was arrested and sent to a
prison colony. Despite the regime’s reputation for punctuality, his parlia-
mentary immunity from arrest wasn’t removed until the following day.

“Some call me satanic, some saintly, but I have no intention of appear-
ing a martyr or a hero”, wrote Gramsci to his brother while awaiting trial.
“[ think of myself as an ordinary man who refuses to barter his deep con-
victions for anything in the world.” Shortly before his trial began he told
his mother not to worry, that he was a political prisoner:

I’m not ashamed, nor wiil I ever be ashamed of this fact. Basically, I
myself willed this arrest and condemnation. T've always refused to
compromise my ideas and am ready to die for them, not just to be put in
prison. For this reason, 1 feci serene and satisfied with myself.... There
was no other way to act. Yes, life is difficult, and sometimes sons, for
the sake of their own honour and dignity, have to make their mothers
suffer.

The trial of twenty two Communists before the fascist Special Tribunal
for the Defence of the State lasted a week. In the case of Gramsci the state
prosecutor demanded: “We must prevent this brain from functioning for
twenty years.” The judges duly obliged, adding another four months and
five days for good measure. But if they thought to close down Gramsci’s
brain they were to be sorely disappointed.

The last thing someone as susceptible to illness as Gramsci needed was
prison and, although it was clear from the beginning that a plea for mercy
to Mussolini would have been favourably received, he refused to recant. As
he wrote to his mother, “Imprisonment is a terrible thing, but for me dis-
honour on account of moral weakness or cowardice would be even worse”.
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Instead he insisted on everything he was entitled to and no more—the right
to medical treatment, to visits, to read and to write.

Gramsci’s isolation was increased by a clear falling-out with the PCL.
He disagreed with the disastrous so-called ‘left turn’ pursued by the inter-
national Communist movement from 1929, which branded the labour par-
ties “social fascists’ and cut revolutionaries off from the working class. At
the same time, while disagreeing with Trotsky and the Russian opposition,
he had opposed their suppression, and now opposed the expulsion of dissi-
dents from the Italian party.

But Gramsci planned to use his enforced separation from the immediate
struggle to develop his political thoughts. The eye of the prison censor
forced him to make arguments by analogy, and to employ roundabout
phraseology when describing Marxist thinkers and concepts. But the thirty
three copybooks Gramsci filled with the results of his prison reflections
represent not just a triumph of revolutionary will, but one of the twentieth
century’s most valuable contributions to Marxism.

From the rise of the Italian capitalist class he drew conclusions on the
nature of politicat leadership in general:

the supremacy of a social group manifests itself in two ways, as
“domination” and as “intellectual and moral leadership”. A social
group dominates antagonistic groups, which it tends to “liquidate”, or
to subjugate perhaps even by armed force; it leads kindred and allied
groups. A social group can, and indeed must, already exercise
“leadership” before winning governmental power (this indeed is one of
the principal conditions for the winning of such power); it subsequently
becomes dominant when it exercises power, but even if it holds it firmly
in its grasp, it must continue to “lead” as well.

Gramsci was here continuing the thinking he had put forward outside
prison, and consciously developing what he saw as a major theme of
Lenin’s thought in particular.

The prison copybooks also examine the role of intellectuals, both as a
separate stratum, and as a part of each class. His concern was to develop a
layer of “organic intellectuals” in the working class, “intellectuals of a new
type which arise directly out of the masses, but remain in contact with
them to become, as it were, the whalebone in the corset”. He wrote a sus-
tained critique of the Communist International’s handbook of Marxist
theory, attacking its dead and mechanical approach and arguning for a liv-
ing, active Marxism.
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The role of the revolutionary party, he wrote, should be to lead as the
ordinovisti led the factory councils movement in Turin:

This leadership was not “abstract”; it neither consisted in mechanically
repeating scientific or theoretical formulae, nor did it confuse politics,
real action, with theoretical disquisition. It applied itself to real men,
formed in specific historical relations, with specific feelings, outlooks,
fragmentary conceptions of the world, etc., which were the result of
“spontaneous” combinations of a given situation of material production
with the “fortuitous” agglomeration within it of disparate social ele-
ments. This element of “spontaneity” was not neglected and even less
despised. It was educated, directed, purged of extraneous contamina-
tions; the aim was to bring it into line with modern theory—but in a
living and historically effective manner.... This unity between
“spontaneity” and “conscious leadership” or “discipline” is precisely
the real political action of the subaltern classes, in so far as this is mass
politics and not merely an adventure by groups claiming to represent
the masses.

And all the time, Gramsci was physically deteriorating. Constant
attacks of dizziness and insomnia combined with severe stomach disorders.
He was suffering from arterio-sclerosis, as well as pulmonary tuberculosis
and Pott’s disease, a tubercular infection of the back. An international
campaign for his release forced Mussolini to relent somewhat: at the end of
1933 Gramsci was transferred to a prison clinic, and in 1935 to a proper
clinic, where he was still kept under constant watch by fascist guards. His
condition worsened, with the doctors adding high blood pressure, gout, and
angina to the list.

Gramsci planned to move home to Sardinia when his sentence expired
on 21 April 1937. But his imprisonment had left him in no condition to go
anywhere. On the 25th, hours after receiving official confirmation that he
was free to go, he suffered a brain haemorrhage. He lingered until 4:10 am
on 27 April 1937,

During an extremely serious attack in 1933 Gramsci, hovering between life
and death, began to rant against religion, as he told his sister-in-law in a
letter: “Apparently, I talked for one whole night about the immortality: of
the soul in a realistic and historical sense, claiming that immortality is a
necessary sutvival after death of man’s noblest actions and the inoorpc:ra-
tion of them, beyond human will, into the universal process of history.” In
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this sense, Antonio Gramsci is immortal. His life and work—from his con-
tribution to the factory councils movement to his fight against fascism,
from his attempts to build the forces of socialist revolution in Italy to his
development of Marxist thought in Mussolini’s jails—do survive after him,
and will as long as workers fight for freedom. The central fascist police re-
port on Gramsci in 1935, as he lay dying, got it spot on: “Antonio Gramsci
is one of the most outstanding personalities in the communist world and as

such, consequently, is an element worthy of the most intensive and careful
surveillance.”
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Future Shock agus fabhalscéalta eile

Tomas Mac Siomdéin

Muide a mhair tri bhlianta corracha na seascaidi agus na seachtéidi, is
maith is cuimhneach linn an rabharta mér déchais a bhuail lucht cosanta
an chaipitleachais ag an am. Ba i an nuatheicneolaiocht an eochair-sciath,
dar le faiidheanna na nua-aoise; ba i forbairt na teicneolaiochta seo ar scila
domhanda a bhi a dhul cor nua nir shamhlaigh Karl Marx bocht a chur i
stair an chine. Bhiodh leithéid Alvin Toffler (ba é a Future Shock seisean a
thionscnaigh leabharlann atd ag méadi 6 shin) ag 4itid orainn go
geruthédh na teicneolaiochtai nua tairgiochta agus cumarsdide, tri thair-
gitilacht a mhéad as cuimse, rathinas eacnamaioch a chuimseodh criocha
uilig na cruinne. Bhi ofche fhada dhorcha an chine ar 4r geil agus grian
IBM etc ag soilsiti gheatai thir na geallina. ..

Nior fhag an dul chun cinn seo nach mbeadh fadhbanna le saru, 4fach.
Tharla go nglacfadh an t-innealra nua-aimsire sco tascanna deacra
leadranacha an duine idir ldmha (miotalacha, gan amhras), laghdéfai
meanleibhéal uaireanta oibre go suntasach; an future shock a bheadh le
sari ag an oibri bocht sa gcomhthéacs nua seo na cén chaoi le uaireanta
fada nuachruthaithe seo a dhiomhaointis a chur thairis. Bheadh médhanna
iomchui oideachais de dhith, ar ndéigh, leis an lucht oibre a oilittint chun
comhlionadh cultirtha agus sdsamh pearsanta a bhaint as na laethe saoire
a shinfeadh idir € féin agus 1éas, ma b’fhior do lucht faistine.

A bhufochas leis an bhforbairt seo uilig, ar ghd a r4 go mbeadh na
fadhbanna 4rsa 4d a chraigh an cine 6 thits ama anall—gorta, tinneas, and,
bochtanas etc—f4gtha in 4r ndiaidh ar charn briiscair na staire.

Dhealraigh sé go raibh claonta fadtéarmacha Airithe a bhi le braith sna
seascaidi—an laghdu ar an 14 oibre, méadi ar pha, islii ar aois an phin-
sin—ag teacht le targaireachtai mealltacha d4 sambhail a bhiodh ag fail
an-teaspaineadh an trath ud. N4 nil an genre faoin geré £6s. 1 bhfianaise an
mhéid sin, breathain ar théacsanna ar nés The End of Work: The Decline
of the Global Labour Force and the Dawn of the Post-Market Era (1995)
le Jeremy Rifkin, ina samhlaitear innealra an todhchai i mbun chuile ghné
den tairgiocht fhad’'s bheas an t-iarlucht oibre ag déamamh aeir
(chultirtha) d6ibh féin.

Ni mar a siltear bitear, ar nd6igh, agus chruthaigh an nuatheicneol-
aiocht future shockanna eile seachas an ceann a bhi i geeist ag Toffler. O
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¢igeandail phraghas an fhuinnimh, 1973-74, i leith, cuir i gcas, t4 méada
10%-tagtha ar an mbliain oibre sna Stdit Aontaithe agus t4 méadiz sun-
tasach tagtha chomh maith ar lion na bpa-oibrithe, na milliin inimirceoiri
maille le banoibrithe ar pha iseal 4 geur san direamh. T4 na claonta céanna
ag roinnt leis na tiortha forbartha (arbh ionann iad agus tiortha an OECD).
De réir figitiri a d’thoilsigh an eagrafocht chéanna i 1994, mhéadaigh an
clss";t;ldén de phd-oibrithe sa daonra fré chéile 6 42.8% i 1970 go 46.8% i

Anuas ar an tsudilce bhred seo, t4 14 oibre nios faide 4 chur isteach
anois n4 mar a bhiodh cheana ag nios mé oibrithe—agus t4 hiach mednach
saothair na n-oibrithe craptha chomh maith sna tiortha forbartha,
d’ainneoin rébotdil obair thionsclaiochta, riomhairit obair thrchtdla agus
an talmhaiocht a bheith foircithe ag an teicneolaiocht etc. Lena 4 go
haicearrach, ni hamhdin nir laghdaigh an teicneolaiocht an t-inchur
daonna i saol na hoibre—a mhalrait ghlan a tharla.

An fith nér thiinig an tuar faoi thargaireacht lucht Iéite an todhchai nd
go ndearna na hanailiseoirf seo talamh shisn dhé go raibh mianach an
chaipitleachais féin claochlaithe go bumisach ag an nuatheicneolaiocht
agus gur féidir leis an innealra féin lvach a chruthd, agus farasbarr is
brabach da réir sin. Ach tacaionn fianaise an tsaoil féin—na claonta reatha
i leith p4 agus fostaiochta ati direach luaite againn—Ieis an mbuntairiscint
ud de chuid Karl Marx ina maitear gurb é saothar an duine amhiin a
chruthaionn luach, nach aon chuid de shudilce an innill luach a chruthu.

Is éard atd fainne a dhéanamh san alt seo n4 feidhm a bhaint as an
mbuntairiscint seo de chuid Marx le Iirit nach féidir le feidhmit na
nuatheicneolaiochta fadhbanna na bpobal a shari fhad’s bheas na pobail
chéanna faoi shrathar shaol an chaipitleachais. Ar dtis, ni mér dainn cuid
den teoiric atd taobh thiar d4 sheasamh seo a achoimriv.

Sa gcaipitleachas baintear feidhm as saothar an duine le luacha a
chruthii agus, dar le Karl Marx, is € an saothar céanna an t-aon bhunis atd
le luach. Lena chur ar dhéigh eile, is éard atd i saothar an duine abhar
luacha nach réadaitear go dti go sealbhaionn an caipitli torthai an tsaothair
agus go malartaionn iad le haghaidh airgid. Is & sin le r4, is ionann réadd
an luacha agus cruth an airgid a chur air. Mura dtarlédh an sealbhi/
malarti seo sa geéad 4it, b’ionann sin agus gan na lnacha céanna a chruthy
a bheag nid a mhor. Agus is iad na luacha a réadaitear amhlaidh a
chruthaionn brabach an chaipitli agus, trina n-athdhéileadh i bpairt ar an
bpobal mér (tuarastal), éileamh an tsochai ar thrichtearrai. T4 an athchir-
sdil seo riachtanach chun an céras caipitleach a chaomhmi agus a
athghinidint.
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Cuireann buaniomaiocht an chaipitleachais brd leamunach ar an
gcaipitli innealra nua a chur ina mhonarcha in 4it an duine. Tuige? Maidir
le saothri an bhrabaigh—ar ghné bhunisach den chaipitieachas é—tugann
sé buntiiste d6 agns ¢ ag iomaiocht lena chomhchaipitlithe. Cuir inneall
(nach n-¢ilionn coinniotlacha nios fearr oibre, ciorrii ar uaircanta an lae
oibre, 4rachas sdisialta, arduithe pa etc) in Ait scdr oibri, abair, agus
méaddidh sé an tairgidlacht. Ba mho freisin an tairgeadh a gheobhadh sé
as gach aonad infheistithe—buntaiste riachtanach dé agus € i ngleic mhar-
fach iena chomhacasambhail.

T4 taobh eile ag an scéal seo, afach—taobh dhorcha. Agus bata is
bothar faighte acu, ba la ar fad cumas caiteachais na n-oibrithe seachas
mar bhiodh agus iad ag cracamas ar son an chaipitli. M4 shainmhinitear
an meanrata brabaigh mar an breisluach iomlin agus ¢ roinnte ag costais
treallaimh agus saothair, chaithfeadh an meénrita brabaigh titim freisin.
B’eo claonadh fadtéarmach, dar le Marx, ach Iéirigh sé go raibh
frithchlaonta i geeist chomh maith.

Is fear seiftiiil é an caipitli gan aon agé, le mianach tréan féincho-
santach ag roinnt leis i gconai. Agus ¢ ag iarraidh claonadh laghdaithe an
bhrabaigh a chur ar neamhni agus a rata brabaigh a mhéadi, d4 mb’fhéidir
sin, cruthaionn sé fainne fi d6 féin, 4fach. Baineann sé sdid as médhanna
feabhsaithe tairgiochta lena chuid caiteachas ar thuarastal a laghdd, an
toradh a bhionn ar an geur chuige seo, ar nd6igh. na difhostaiocht agus
nios In airgid fos ar fail don tsochai fré chéile leis an tdirgeadh meéadaithe
seo a chuireann an t-innealra nua ar fail a cheannach. A chuid brabaigh
agus brabach a bhraithre a bhionn thios leis an scéal seo sa deireadh.

Lena chur go haicearrach, fagtar an caipitleachas idir dhd thine bheal-
taine. An d4 mhéid a laghdaitear tuarastal le brabach a mhéad is ea is mé
iad na fadhbanna réadaithe a thagann ar an bhféd. Agus an da mhéid a
chuirtear le tuarastal d’fhonn cumas caiteachais a mhéadu is ea is li an
brabach a shaothraitear agus is ea is 1 saol a bhionn i ndin don fhiontar
da réir sin.

An bhainisteoireacht Keynesach ar olléileamh a mholann monataraithe
nualiobralacha, ni féidir ¥i tada a dhéanamh leis an meath leaninach seo
ar thairgeadh luacha a chosc. Ni chuireann sé riamh san aireamh go gcior-
raitear réadi luacha de bharr gur 14 cion na luacha a thairgitear de réir mar
a laghdaitear inchur direach an duine sa bproiséas déantisaiochta. Tagann
gach teoiric agus gach polasai athdhailithe ioncam salach ar an bhfirinne
shearbh seo.

Ann féin, ni chuimsionn an tuiscint seo de chuid Marx saol iomlan an
chaipitleachais—bhi i bhfad nios mé na sin le ra aige faoi chéras an bhra-
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baigh, ar ndéigh—ach osclaionn si fuinneog ar chuid bhunisach d’fhirinne
an chorais.

Mar a diramar, nuair a labhair Marx ar chrapadh an rita bhrabaigh is
ag labhairt ar chlaonadh a bhi sé: shainmhinigh sé freisin na frithchlaonta
a chuireann cluiche scoir an chérais chaipitligh ar athli. Lena chuid
caiteachas ar innealra a chiitteamh cuireann an caipitli dlos leis an
dashaothri a dhéanann sé ar a chuid fostaithe le cuidii an innealra
chéanna. Cuireann sé fad leis an 14 oibre, go hairithe i dtiortha neamhfhor-
bartha ina mbeadh an lucht oibre nios mi-cagraithe, nios géillitla agus
nios boichte. (Shilfe4 nach mbeadh sé chomh furasta sin an cur chuige seo
a leamiint go hoscailte i bhfearann an Tiogair Cheiltigh ach is i firinne an
scéil nd go genireann cuid mhér oibrithe sna nuathionscail abhus 10 n-uair
a chloig oibre isteach, ar an men, in aghaidh an lae.) Ag fillidint ar an
domhan neamhfhorbartha, d4 n-athlonnéfaf tionscail ansiad ar scala sich
leathan—i bhfocail eile, d4 leanfai le claonadh até le brath go suntasach
cheanaféin—baéantoradhabheadharseonégogcrapfadharéﬂeamh
sna margai baile sna tiortha forbartha. Ni ligfeadh a geuid bochtanais, ar
ndbigh, do mhargai an Trii Domhain an chaillidint seo a chiiteamh, go
foilleach ar chaoi ar bith. Buntéiste eile a bhaineann leis an oli-linn
difhostaithe a bheith suite san Ais, abair, nd d4 n-éireodh oibrithe Eire-
annacha ré-mhileata d’fhéachfai lena geeans tri aistriv an mhonarchain
chun na hAise a bhagairt orthu. (Agus faoi lathair bagraitear glnaiseacht
chun na hAfraice ar oibrithe i dtiortha san Ais ar nés Taiwan.)

Aris ar ais, b’fhéidir do thir ar nés muide luacha a réady i margai
eachtracha an domhain fhorbartha. Ach aris is ag plé le seift shealadach
ata muid. De réir mar a d’fhasfadh difhostafocht sna tiortha a ghlacann
lenar geuid onnmhairithe (agus 1 cothaithe i bpéirt ag na hearrai céanna)
n6 de réir mar a thariédh na gnathéigeandilacha eacnamaiocha is dual don
chéras caipitleach, bhuailfi an t-ormmbhairitheoir a bheadh spleach ar an
saghas trichtéla seo—muide, sa chas seo,

Seift seanbhunaithe eile i méla an chaipitli n tuarastail a laghdd. D4
chomhartha sin, t4 borradh ag teacht ar fud an domhain thorbartha faci
lfon na bpost ar phd iseal. Postanna den chinedl sin is bun leis an laghda
suntasach ar dhifhostaiocht sna St4it Aontaithe, agus bhainfeadh an scéal
céanna leis an domhan forbartha fré chéile—an tir se’againne san direamh,
mar is 1¢ir do chich. T4 an fiinne fi a ghinfidh an laghdi ar oll-éileamh a
chruthéfar da bharr pléite againn cheana féin.

Bealach traidisitinta cile chun an éigeandail a eascraionn as éileamh
iseal ar earrai a sheachaint, ar feadh tamaill ar chaoi ar bith, n4 pighn-
eacha a chur i bpécai na ndaoine tri airgead a phriondail. Freagraionn an
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margadh don straitéis seo tri phraghasanna a ardii. An costas a bhaineann
le fadhb an réadaithe a chur ar an méar fhada sa gcaoi seo nd go
ndiluachdiltear an t-airgeadra go dti go nochtafonn iomaiocht sna margai
idirndisiunta, agus laghdi ar onnmhairia d4 réir, an thadhb chéanna
athuair. Is € an staigfléisean, n6 marbh-bhoilscniii, an comhréiteach idir
lagthr4 eacnamaioch ar thaobh amhsdin agus boilscniit ar an taobh eile.

Muran fadhb an chaitheamh aimsire an fhadhb is mé a bheas ag dé na
geirbe i bpobail an domhain fhorbartha amach anseo, cén cineat ﬁ:ture
shock até i nd4n do na tiortha tidan atd figtha ar gcil i rds na teicneo-
laiochta? Is tiortha iad seo atd, ar an mérgoir, craite ag fadhbanna séisialta
agus eacnamaiocha nach bhfuil éalé uathu taobh istigh den leagan amach
at4 ceaptha déibh ag na haisineachtai idirndisitinta 0d, an Ciste Airgeadra
Idirnaisiinta agus an Banc Domhanda, atd ag feidhmin ddirire ar son an
chaipitil idirndisiinta. Tharla nach mbionn buntdiste fhorbairt na teicne_o-
laiochta ag pobail na gcriocha seo de ghnith méadaionn siad a geuid tdir-
gitlachta agus cuireann siad lena geuid breisluacha trina n-ia}'rachtai cor-
pardha féin. Antomdhabhionnarseonéderéirmaraﬂngm_éaduar
thdirgialacht chaipitil an chumhachta impiritil, cuirtear an lucht oibre sna
tiortha a mhaireann faoi bhrég an chumhachta chéanna faoi chuing rita
dishaothraithe a bhionn ardaithe da réir sin. Ag an am céanna, laghdaitear
luach a saothair tri ardrataf boilscnit a chur i bhfeidhm. (Is nidar alt ar leith
i gné eile d’an6 an Trid Domhain—na fiacha idirnaisiinta ud a leagann
zalach chomh trom sin ar na haicm is laige sna tiortha até faoi thracht.)

Laige mhér ar eacpmamaiochtai an Trii Dombhain, agus laige atd
cothaithe ag na hdisineachtai idirndisiinta atd ceaptha a bheith ag cabhru
leo, n4 go mbionn orthu a genid breisluacha a réadi sna margai i geéin.
Onnmbairin an geisthocal. Spreagann an leagan amach seo ar chiirsai eac-
namafocha polasai diluachila i leith ratai malairte le cuidin Ie
honnmbhairitheoiri sna tiortha atd faoi thrdcht. Facthas ratai millteanacha
diluachila sa Triu Domhan sna hochtéidi agus é i bpairt le bona@
scafanta faoin mboilscnii a d’fhig pobail na réigin ud i
bhfiordhroch-chaoi.

Mar ati rdite againn, ni vudar ionmtais ar chor ar bith é rél na
n-aisineachtai idirnaisitinta i leith an Trit Domhain tharla gurb é a bhfior-
chuspbir siadsan aistrit an bhreisluacha 6 na nua-chéilineachtai a
dhearbhuy, titim 6 chéile soisialta agus eacnamaioch na nua-chéilineacht'ap
a sheachaint agus féachaint chuige go mbionn an bhuntégail chui ar fiil
sna criocha dan chun ligint don chaipiteal idirnisianta alpadh roimhe.

Bochtanas, rédhaonra, drochshaol agus deachtoireachtai—sin iad na
torthai ar fud an domhain a leanann feidhmit an chérais chaipitligh—agus
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léirionn claonta reatha, agus na droch-chomharthai seo a dhul i ndonacht i
Meirice4 Theas, san Afraic agus i sciar nach beag den Ais, gur beag an
baol ge geuirfidh caipitleachas na 214 aoise ar cheal iad. Ni leor ar chor ar
bith a rd gur constaict i mbealach na forbartha iad na comharthai céanna;
taispeanann an saol ddinn gur de dhhlith agus d’inneach na forbartha
caipitli iad.

D’ainncoin go bhféadfadh an teicneolaiocht, go teoiricitil, giorra le
hand an chine ar scdla dombanda, bheadh ar na haisineachtai dombanda
—at jonstraimi iad ddirire den chaipiteal idirndisiinta, mar ati raite
thuas—athdhditeadh chomh mér sin a dhéanamh ar luacha idirndisiinta
nach bhféadfai athghinitint an chaipitil féin a chur i gerich. Nil faoin
geaipitleachas limh a chur ina bhas féin. Cuireadh muid an scenario buile
seo lena raibh le rd ag Alice Glenn trith faoi thurcaithe a vétatfadh don
Nollaig!

Le hachoimrii a dhéanamh ar bhunbhri an ailt seo: an chontrarthacht
bhunisach a bhaineann le feidhmiit na dteicneolaiochtai nua a chuireann
postanna ar cheal chun leas an duine a dhéanamh n4 go mbaineann siad
ratai tdirgiochta nios airde amach i dtéarmai fisicitla—ach, ar an taobh
eile den scéal, laghdaitear rita an bhrabaigh, agus d4 réir baintear den
fhérsa a bhrostaionn an geilleagar caipitleach chun cinn. De bhreis air sin,
laghdaitear cumas caiteachais an phobail, rud a chiallaionn éileamh lagh-
daithe ar na hearrai a chruthaionn an céras déantasaiochta. I bhfocail eile,
niorbh fhéidir taibhsi na difhostaiochta, an bhochtanais n4 an ghorta fhor-
leathain a dhiothti tri mhédhanna tdirgiochta a ghiorrddh le saothar an
duine a chur i bhfeidhm fhad’s bheadh an cur chuige seo ag tabhairt tis
dite do riachtanais an choérais chaipitligh. Ni chuirfeadh aon chéras
seachas an séisiatachas, coras ina roinnfi an toradh séisialta go cothrom ar
lucht a chruthaithe, buanna iomadiila na teicneolaiochta ag foint do leas an
duine ins chuile thir.

B’in an neantég nach raibh treabhcais ard-déchasacha na teicneolaio-
chta, 6 Toffler go Rifkin, sdsta breith ariamh uirthi. Sin i an neantég nach
mbionn na maithe méra abhus, 6 Mhichael Smurfit go Mary McAleese, a
bhionn ag labhairt go croibhriste ar an gcontilirt a bhaineann leis an social
exclusion atd ag méadi i bhfearann seo an Tiogair Cheiltigh, sasta breith
uirthi. Ach go dti go mbéarfar uirthi beidh fadhbanna an future shock nar
shamhlaigh Toffler agus a bhrdithre ud, agus a ghearanaionn siad go
fuioch, a dhul in olcas. Ni aon nuaiocht i sin, &fach; litrigh Karl Marx
bunchreat an scéil amach 150 bliain 6 shin go baileach i bhFordgra an
Phdirti Chumannaigh...
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Fianna Fail and the IRA:
lessons from the 1930s

Brian Hanley

The election of Mary McAleese as president in November 1997, despite
attempts to smear her with a ‘Provo’ label, has been hailed as the §ign of a
new respectability for nationalism in Southern Ireland. Certainly Sinn Féin
seem to think so. Despite not officially backing McAleese, An Phoblacht
could barely contain itself at the prospect of her election. The Christmas
issue proudly proclaimed 1997 a year of “growing nationalist strength”. ‘
But what is the reality? Certainly the IRA ceasefire has made it easier
to publicly discuss the Six Counties and Irish history in general in the
South. But the hysterical reactions to the temporary resumption of the IRA
campaign, and the corresponding lack of reaction to loyalist murders,
should lead us to question how deep this sentiment goes. .
While McAleese romped home over a second if not third rate opposi-
tion, 53% of the population didn’t even vote. The poorest, working C.laSS
areas registered the highest abstention levels. Personally McAleese is a
middle class careerist who has close links to the Church hierarchy. It is
indicative of the current thinking of the Sinn Féin leadership that somehow
an alliance of McAleese, Tim Pat Coogan, Niall O’Dowd and Bertie Ahcm
is supposed to have a useful role to play in creating a new Ireland. At its
centre lies a confusion about the nature of Fianna F4il and its goals. ‘
Despite its record there are many who see Fianna Fail as genuinely
committed to a united Ireland. This article will argue the opposite: That
since the 1930s when it entered the mainstream of Southern politics Fianna
F4il has been primarily concerned about securing the stability of the 26
County state. -
Fianna Fail's reputation for radicalism does have a sound historical
basis. They emerged from the defeated anti-treatyites in the Civil War,
having faced brutal state repression, Church condemnation and_ blackhs?—
ing by Free State employers. For many of the anti-treaty republicans their
experiences forced them to draw radical conclusions.

1 was too green and inexperienced to comprehend that tl}ere were forces
in our society much more powerful than even an undivided IRA' cpuld
resist... Still less did I understand the virulence of the bourgeoisie as
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they perceived the threat to their hopes of power and position... nor
was I aware of the lengths to which the Church would go to maintain
its dominance of a peasant population steeped in superstition and an
urban proletariat soused in Saint Joseph’s medals... I was well in-
formed on and could see the analogy with the Paris Commune; even
more contemporaneously 1 had read of the fate of Bela Kun and his
Communists at the hands of the Hungarian bourgeoisie... A fearful
bourgeois, of whatever nationality, is as savage as any wild animal.

It may surprise some readers that the above passage was written by a
future Fianna Féil minister, C S Andrews, father of the current Foreign
Affairs head David Andrews. When De Valera led the split from Sinn Féin
in 1926 many of the left wing of the IRA placed hopes in the new party. In
contrast to the moribund Sinn Féin, which stuck religiously to believing it-
self to be the rightful government of Ireland, An Phoblacht published
Fianna Féil news and encouraged Fianna Fail speakers at rallies and dem-
onstrations.

To understand the relationship between the IRA and Fianna Fail at this
time it must be remembered that most of the leading figures in both groups
knew each other, were often close friends, and had gone through the Tan
War, Civil War, jail and internment camp together. The poverty and aus-
terity of the Free State in the 1920s meant that many thousands of republi-
cans were forced to leave Ireland. Those that stayed suffered constant
police harassment and were never allowed to forget their status as
‘irregulars’. So while most IRA volunteers disapproved of Fianna F4il en-
tering the Free State parliament and taking the Oath of Allegiance, they
did not elevate it to the level of betrayal practised by the Free Staters. Only
the diehard leaders of Sinn Féin were obsessed with the Second D4il’s holy
wrif.

For the IRA left, and indeed its mainstream led by Chief of Staff Moss
Twomey, the growth of Fianna F4il was an opportunity for stepping up the
struggle for a radical overthrow of Free State capitalism and/or forcing a
Fianna Féil government to renew the war against Britain—the ‘second
round’ in which the IRA would once again become Ireland’s rightful army.
While distrustful of Fianna F4il’s ‘political’ direction they tended to see
opportunities rather than dangers lying within it. _

To the average volunteer the situation was even less problematic. Con-
stantly in danger of being jailed during the Cosgrave government’s peri-
odic bouts of coercion, subject to a Special Branch who tended to shoot first
and ask questions later, and still relative outcasts with the local Free State
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elites, the prospect of a change in government must have seemed
overwhelmingly attractive. So when Fianna Fail got their chance in 1932,
not only did IRA volunteers work for them, they were given explicit per-
mission to do so by an Army Council suspension of standing rules forbid-
ding volunteers from canvassing for ‘Free State’ parties. “Get Cosgrave
Out”, screamed the An Phoblacht headline. Of course Cosgrave out meant
De Valera in. IRA volunteers guarded polling stations, protected Fianna
Fail canvassers and engaged in the time honoured pastime of voting early
and often.

The election was fought in a bitter atmosphere with the Free State press
conjuring up images of Fianna Fdil bolshevik gunmen eager to destroy
democracy in Ireland. The British press forecast renewal of war if De
Valera came to power. For the IRA the election marked a welcoine oppor-
tunity to unitec with Fianna Failers and escape being the centre of a sus-
tained ‘Red scare’ launched by the Cosgrave regime in 1931.

The IRA leadership were caught up in the general fervour to elect
Fianna Fail. As Moss Twomey admitted to the Clan na Gael organisation
in the US: “Volunteers could not be restrained from voting against their
[the Cosgrave government’s] candidates”. Faced with the new government
Twomey told his American supporters, “The country is splendid right
now”—but he signalled a problem which was to grow deeper for the IRA
under Fianna Fail. “Nobody visualised a Free State which Republicans
were not supposed to attack! And that is just what we have today in the 26
Counties... we don’t want the Cosgrave imperialist gang back, and we
wish to avoid doing anything which may provide the pretext for their
comeback.”

The new Fianna Fail administration were certainly aware of the poten-
tial danger that a large independent body like the IRA could still pose.
Over Summer 1932 leading Fianna Fail figures met with IRA leaders to
discuss the future. Fianna Fail wanted the IRA to become the backbone of a
new volunteer reserve of the Free State Army. The IRA were interested in a
working alliance of Fianna Fail, Labour, trade unions and others in an
anti-imperialist front. The discussions led nowhere.

While the existence of an independent army posed problems for Fianna
Fail, it posed problems for the IRA also. The central one being: what role
did it play when it wasn’t at war? The average unit drilled regularly,
marched and counter-marched, held commemorations and very occasion-
ally held weapons training. Activities tike the boycott of British Bass ale
gave volunteers the chance to let off steam, but politically led nowhere. The
left within the IRA pointed out that without social and economtic activity,
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as George Gilmore put it at the 1933 Army Convention, “we will become a
safety valve for Fianna Fail”. Moss Twomey assured the delegates that they
were not only soldiers but “revolutionaries”, but believed “There is a great
deal in George’s point of view, but it just isn’t feasible”. The majority of
the convention agreed that the Army’s concentration should be on the
“perfection of the IRA as a military force”.

This was all very fine if war was in the offing, but as the 1930s wore on
Fianna Fiil consolidated its base in Irish society. On the one hand it gained
respectability with the Church and the middle classes, and on the other it
provided some improvements in working people’s living standards. The
prospect of a ‘second round’, let alone support for it, waned.

The emergence of fascism, in the shape of the Blueshirts under
ex-police chief O'Duffy, did provide volunteers with a focus in 1933 and
1934—the IRA were the cutting edge in the struggle against the Blueshirts,
despite leadership misgivings. Yet the threat of O’Duffy also provided
Fianna Fail with the pretext to adopt a ‘law and order’ persona, previously
alien to the “slightly constitutional’ party, and also to incorporate several
hundred ex-IRA men into the state machine, in the new ‘Broy Harriers’, a
special unit of the police. Within ten years these men, most of whom joined
in order to combat the Blueshirts, would be hunting down their former
comrades. By 1933, the gulf was widening within the IRA between the left
and the mainstream.

A test for both Fianna Fail and the IRA’s radicalism came with the case
of James Gralton, a Leitrim Communist. After a sustained local campaign
of press and Church hysteria Gralton was deported to the United States in
1933. Following the cuphoria of the 1932 Eucharistic Congress any re-
maining rupture with the Church had been healed for Fianna Fail. They
were now adept at tarring their enemies with the red scare brush them-
selves. The officer commanding the North Mayo IRA reported to the adju-
tant general during the Jamary 1933 general election that “several clergy-
men hitherto hostile are now supporting Fianna F4il in this election here. ..
215 Volunteers are working for Fianna F4il. .. in this Brigade area”.

For the IRA the case was even more problematic. Twomey wrote pri-
vately that the expulsion “was a shame” and that the “Knights” (of Colum-
banus) were behind it. (While usually characterised as right wing or apo-
litical, a reading of Twomey’s private papers gives the impression of a
moderate left winger intent on holding an army together at any cost.) The
IRA adjutant general, Sedn MacBride, sent the following message to the
Gralton defence rally at the Rotunda in Dublin.

48

We are aware that Gralton holds and has expressed views which are
hostile to the existing economic order here. This, presumably, is the
crime of which he is guilty, and for which he has secretly been con-
demned. In other words, Gralton’s presumed crime is being guilty of
exploring the manner in which the mass of the people are being ex-
ploited... This organisation is taking steps to organise opinion against
Gralton’s expulsion.

However the local IRA under Sean O’Farrell asked the 1933 Army
Convention to be allowed remain neutral in the affair—and strong evi-
dence suggests it was IRA members who shot up and burned Gralton’s
hall! The case sums up the difficulty of how the IRA’s leadership related to
1ocal units who were often at best apolitical if not armed Fianna Failers.

The anti-Communist hysteria drammed up around the Gralton case also
had repercussions for the [RA in Dublin. In 1933 mobs attacked the head-
quarters of the Revolutionary Workers Groups, the Workers College and
the Workers Union of Ireland. Twomey saw the rioters as no more than “a
gang of rowdies... [ must say the ‘storm-troops’ I saw last night were the
poorest stuff imaginable... 12 men would have scattered the... mob”—but
the IRA dida’t send one man. Charlie Gilmore of the IRA took it upon
himself to defend RWG members, and was arrested in possession of fire-
arms. The IRA announced that Gilmore was not acting under orders. He
was only retrospectively granted authorisation. Despite the fact that the
IRA had sympathy with a left wing group under attack from right wing
mobs, the IRA as a whole was afraid even to defend its own members
openly.

Later, in 1935, the Fianna Fail government faced a challenge from the
Dublin Tramway strikers, and the IRA intervened actively on the strikers’
side. The IRA’s continuing activity in strikes, plus the real danger of
allowing an armed group of substantial size operate outside the law, was
persuading Fianna Féil to begin the process of clamping down on their
former comrades and, in some cases, friends.

Politically the IRA was now in flux. In 1934 the bulk of the left had
withdrawn to form the Republican Congress. The Sinn Féin organisation
was ignored by most Republicans. Attempts by Se4n MacBride to launch
political initiatives, like Cumann Poblachta na hEireann, were stillborn. As
Poppy Day declined, so did the annual Republican show of force against it.
The Army stagnated and several actions which outraged public opinion
gave Fianna Fail the opportunity to move against them, banning the IRA
and jailing Moss Twomey in Summer 1936.
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For many old soldiers, Tan and Civil War veterans, the progress of the
Fianna Féil government was the best they could have hoped for, if not
more. They were now entitled to Civil War pensions, and indeed felt they
deserved a bit of peace and quiet. The prospects of a “second round’ were
gone by 1936. The activists of the early 30s were disillusioned and some
had gone to Spain with the International Brigades. MacBride briefly be-
came Chief of Staff, then resigned and left because he felt the 1937 Consti-
tution could not be opposed. IRA volunteers became embroiled in firtile
feuds with reserve soldiers and in stunts which occasionally amused but
never gained mass support. The IRA was becoming a voice in the wilder-
ness, its purpose unclear to most. The failure to build an alternative in the
eatly 30s, the attempt to ride on Fianna Fil’s coat tails, had come to an
end.

Meanwhile Fianna Fiil could point out that they had abolished the
Governor General, the Privy Council and the Oath of Allegiance, withheld
the land annuities and eventually regained the ‘Treaty ports’. Sedn T
O’Kelly was able to boast: “In the last six years, look how we whipped
John Bull every time”.

During the war years Fianna Fiil would execute six IRA men, includ-
ing a 1916 veteran. Three were to die on hunger strike, and a further four
shot down by Free State police. Hundreds were interned. In comtrast only
one IRA volunteer was executed in the Six Counties, and that led to an
outcry of Southern opinion. Gerry Boland, who in 1926 had travelled to
Moscow to seck Russian aid for the IRA, was able to announce: “The IRA
is dead and I killed it.” Boland’s reasoning was clear—Fianna F4il was the
government of the 26 County state, and its legitimate defenders.

Whatever their rhetoric about the North the same holds today—Fianna
Fiil are the 26 County party par excellence. Their only interest in the cur-
rent situation is how the ‘peace process” can end militant republican oppo-
sition to the Six County state and thus ensure stability for their own. Hiu-

sions in Fianna Fail in 1932 were understandable; to have any hope in
them in 1998 could well be tragic.
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The Hidden Connolly

Our series of James Connolly’s ‘lost writings —articles which have never
been published since his execution—continues here with another three ar-
ticles from the Workers’ Republic. ‘Soldiers of the Queen’ is a blistering
attack on the British Army, which drew the attention of the authorities on
the paper. A ‘Home Thrusts’ column berates the Labour councillors of
Cork and holds out to the city’s workers the prospect of the socialist re-
public. And an editorial on the fight for children’s rights is as relevant to-
day as it was a century ago.

“Soldiers of the Queen”
[Workers’ Republic, 15 July 1899)

The opprobrious epithet “hired assassins,” so often applied to the Army by
Socialist propagandists, seems to many people in Ireland—accustomed as
they are to the double-dealing of the Home Rule press—as a somewhat
harsh characterisation of the military forces of the Crown. We have been so
long accustomed to see our capitalist patriots playing fast and loose in this
matter, so long been inured to seeing and hearing the journalists and poli-
ticians who profess to hate our English masters, devoting whole columns of
space in their newspapers to “Garrison Gossip,” and other tittle tattle rela-
tive to the Army, so often seen our Home Rule Corporations petition the
British Government to allow the permanent establishment of a military
force in their towns, are so familiarised with the strange spectacle of Irish
MPs rising in the British Parliament to demand better treatment for those
British soldiers to whom Ireland had the misfortune to give birth, that the
public mind of this country has almost lost sight of the grim and ugly fact
that the British Army in Ireland has only one reason for existence—that
reason being the desire of the governing and oppressing classes to possess
ready for use a body of highty disciplined armed men, who, on the first
sign of an active desire on the part of the oppressed to get rid of their gov-
ernors and oppressors, can be relied upon to proceed without asking ques-
tions to cut the throat of, or otherwise destroy, every man so aspiring to
freedom. In other words, the Army is, in plain matter-of-fact language,
what the Socialists so bluntly describe it to be, viz, a body of hired assas-
sins, creatures in the shape of men, who, upon enlisting as “soldiers of the
Queen” agree in exchange for the sum of 8d or 1/- per day to take the life
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of any person, be it man, woman or child, whom our rulers desire to get rid
of. Of course, unlike private assassins who only murder under the influence
of passion, the Army performs its work under the approval of a Christian
hierarchy—bishops bless its banners, churches pray that the army of their
particular nation may cut enough throats to secure a victory, and each bat-
talion carries upon its payroll a clergyman whose especial function it is to
assure the delights of Heaven to such of the gallant heroes as fall in the
course of the work of murder. We admit the presence of clergymen amid
such surroundings, although in glaring contrast to the teaching of the
Master they profess to serve—"“Thou shalt not kill”—is not without prece-
dent. The brigands of the Middle Ages usually had attached to their bands
some disfrocked priest, who also, like his modern prototype in the Army,
issued absolution to the wounded members of his band of marauders.

The soldier then is, no matter in what light we examine his position, a
“hired assassin”—his first duty, he is told, is to “obey.” To obey whom?
His superior officers, who in turn must obey the Government. When the
mandate goes forth, “Kill,” he must kill and dare not ask the reason why.
The government under whose orders he serves may have been elected to
power on some question of internal administration in England, Local
Option!, Franchise, or Disestablishment?, but as soon as it is in power it
has the right to launch all the military and naval forces of the Crown into a
war of aggression in the interest of the possessing class, even if it should be
upon a people with whom the vast majority of its constituents desire to live
in peace. It has also the legal right to use its power against the working
class in its own land should they become restless under the system of wage
slavery. Whatever be the excuse for ordering out the Army, the soldier has
no option but to obey. Whether it be Egyptians revolting against oppres-
sion, Boers defending their independence, Indians maddened with famine,
or Irishmen hungering for freedom; whether the human being coming
within his line of sight be stranger or friend, father, mother, sister, brother
or sweetheart, the soldier has no option but to press the trigger, and send
the death-dealing instrument on its errand of murder. He is only a “hired
assassin,” and must earn the wages of his hire. What is a hired assassin,
property defined? One who engages to take human life without having per-
sonal injury to avenge, at the command of whoever pays him for doing so.
Does not this description suit the soldier exactly?

The demoralising cffect of this occupation is further exemplified in the
life and language of the soldier himself. The moral atmosphere of a barrack
room is of the most revolting character, as is the ordinary language of the
soldier the most bestial conceivable. The Army is a veritable moral
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cesspool corrupting all within its bounds, and exuding forth a miasma of
pestilence upon every spot so unfortunate as to be cursed by its presence.
The most degraded races within the wide-spreading British Empire s;.nk
lower in the scale of humanity after peaceful contact with the British
Army: indeed it may be truthfully averred that a desolating war would'in-
flict upon a country less injury than a peaceful occupation by th‘e “Sglmgrs
of the Queen.” Do our Irish mothers, who see their sons enlist in this sn'nk
of corruption without erasing their names from the family roll, do the Ipsh
maidens who give themselves up to the embraces of this hireling soldiery,
realise the awful depravity hidden beneath the gaudy uniforms anc'l daz-
zling trappings of the British garrison? A standing army anywhere, in any
country, is first of afl unnecessary; secondly, a tool in the hands_o_f oppres-
sors of the people; thirdly, a generator of prostitution, but the Bngsh Army
is in the last particular the most odious on the face of the earth. Witness the
OFFICIAL STATISTICS, which tell us that the rate per 1,000 of ad-
missions to hospital for venereal discases is

In the Prussian Army 26.7

...... French ... 438

...... Austrian ... 65.4
And

British in India 458.3

or nearly every second man; ten times as many as in the French Army.

“Soldiers of the Queen.” Gallant Army, noble Queen. o

Many people will, no doubt, question the propriety of our action in
dragging this unsavoury subject into the light of day in this manner, l?ut
our action is prompted by the desire to awaken in the minds of our Irish
workers such a real and abiding hatred of this instrument of tyranny,
mingled with loathing of its character, as will serve in the first place to de-
stroy the prospects of recruiting in ireland, and in the second place'to fire
their brains and nerve their arms against the day when we will wipe the
foul stain of its presence from our midst. This is our purpose, and to place
within reach of our Irish girls a knowledge of the constituent parts that. g0
to the make-up of a British soldier, that they might flee from his polluting
embraces as from a thing accursed.

Should we succeed in planting in the breasts of our fellow wage slaves a
tenth part of the hatred we ourselves feel for this blood be.-decked tool of
our tyrants, we shall feel confident that the day is not far distant when the
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long standing account between the Irish worker and his exploiters will be
paid in full.

Home Thrusts
[Workers’ Republic, 9 September 1899]

Rebel Cork!

Well, well, who’d have thought it?

Cork, whose Labour men showed such a splendid example to Dublin3;
Cork, whose Labour men fought their way into the Council, while the
Dublin Labour men only begged their way in; Cork, whose Labour men
forced on the Evening Sittings* while the Dublin men had not the manli-
ness to press the question; Cork, whose Labour men, immediately they
were in, increased the wages and bettered the condition of the Corporation
labourers; Cork now takes a flop back into the bog of reaction, and its
treacherous middle class councillors deal Labour a terrific slap in the face.

In the course of one sitting the rule establishing Evening Sittings, and
the rule enforcing the insertion of a Fair Wages clause in all city contracts
were rescinded by a majority of the City Coungil.

One councillor gravely informing the meeting that if the Fair Wages
clause was insisted on it would close all the factories in the country inside
twelve months.

This is as much as to say that the factories of Ircland are dependent
upon the systematic underpaying of their employees, and that if they were
to pay what is known as a “Fair Wage” they would speedily be ruined.

Remember, a Fair Wage, as here understood, means nothing more than
the wage established as a standard by trade-union effort in the district.

It is not an ideal wage, nor even necessarily a high wage.

It may even be a starvation wage.

It is only “fair” in so far as it is the standard agreed upon between the
trade union and the majority of the employing class.

Therefore, when the Cork City Council thus rescinded the resolution
enforcing a fair wage, they were virtually declaring the standard wage of
the district to be too high, and therefore inviting every employer in the city
to refuse to continue paying that wage to their employees.

And plead the example of the City Council as their justification.

The whole disgraceful performance is a confirmation of the truth I have
so often pointed out, that the employing class are the most immediate
enemics of the Irish workers, and that until we have mustered up courage,
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and acquired knowledge, enough to drive this home-made breed of tyrants
from public life we need not delude ourselves with the hope that the gates
of national emancipation will ever open to us.

The English oppressor, indeed! Why, here are Irishmen—rulers elected
by Rebel Cork—openly declaring that the prosperity of Ireland depends
upon the robbery of her working class, and that to insist upon a Fair Wage
being paid would ruin the country.

Thus showing that when men of their class speak of “loving their coun-
try” they do not mean that they love the people, but only the soil—the in-
animate earth, not the living, suffering men and women.

But [ have every hope that the working men of Cork will, at next elec-
tion, remember the men who thus trampled upon the political and social
rights of the labourer. _

And remembering them, give them a much-needed rest from municipal
exertions.

The Labour Councillors of Cork were careful to disassociate themselves
from the ISRP3 during, and immediately after the elections.

They wished to respect the “rights of property,” and, 1 think, honestly
believed that the propertied classes could be brought to listen to reason and
the appeals of common humanity.

They should know better now. They should be able to realise now that
the members of the propertied class are so blinded by the lust for gold, have
their souls so steeped in the desire for power, that they cannot be reasoned
with, or argued out of their resolve to maintain unfettered their rights to
plunder, any more than the tiger in his jungle can be reasoned or argued
out of satiating his appetite upon his helpless victim.

The Labour men of Cork should now, in the light of this latest object
lesson in the cannibalistic instincts of the employing class, reconsider their
attitude towards the Socialist Republican Party.

Listen, Oh, Men of Cork!

The employing class has said, through its representatives on the City
Council, that it will have no compromise with you, but will fight you to the
bitter end.

The only answer you can make, and still preserve your self-respect, is to
accept that challenge, and tell them in addition that since they will not
have a compromise with vou, neither will you ever more dream of suggest-
ing a compromise with them, but

That henceforth you will rally the working class to fight for the full
fruits of their labour, all they produce by their toil, which can only be made
theirs through the subjugation and dispossession of the propertied class.
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When you are urging their extinction as a class they can not fight you
more bitterty than they are doing now.

Therefore, let the Socialist Republic be your watchword; the tools to
those who use them, the product to the producers.

The Socialist Republic! What does that mean?

It means that the industries of Cork shall be owned by the people of
Cork, that the organized trades of Cork find in their own ranks men to
undertake all the managerial work and superintendence of those industries,
that you, the workers, could elect suitable men to such pesitions, and hav-
ing elected them would serve under them as zealously as you now serve the
stave-driving foremen of a private employer; that therefore the capitalist is
unnecessary, and the profits he now absorbs could be retained for the use of
the workers—to whom they properly belong,

And that, freed from the necessity of maintaining this idle and super-
fluous class, the length of the working day could be easily cut in half, while
the remuneration for your toil might be multiplied fourfold.

That no one should want, that none should be overworked, that none
should live in insolent idleness, that man should no longer prey upon his
fellow man, that JUSTICE will be realised.

That productive property—all property held for profit—should be made
the public property of the community, State or City, and co-operatively
operated by the labour of the adult population, under whatever rules they
themselves might like to frame for their own guidance.

That is Socialism, in brief. Not so awful, is it?

But the mere advocacy of it would frighten more reforms out of the
?abs(t,er class than all the speeches you could make about the rights of

abour.

SPAILPIN

A Plea for the Children
[Workers’ Republic, 2 December 1899}

We wonder how many of our readers fally appreciated the significance of
that plank in our municipal programme® which demands the free mainte-
nance of children at School. In no item of the Socialist programme are the
economic and humanitarian aspects of the movement so closely blended,
and none are so much required in the interest of future generations. For the
misery and oppression under which the adults of this generation suffer,
they have themselves largely to blame as much of it is immediately remov-
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able, and all of it could be abolished by a concerted effort on the part of its
victims. But the children who suffer most from this inhuman social system;
who are stunted in growth, physically and intellectually; who are dragged
up, for the most part, in tenement houses which ever tend to become veri-
table cesspools of crime and degradation; who are shut out by the poverty
of their parents from every avenue of enlightenment, and who find their
whole lives warped and distorted by the evil conditions surrounding their
infancy; their claim for consideration is superior to all political exigencies,
and ought to be pressed forward with all the energy we possess.

It may be urged against such a demand that it introduces the public
power of the community into a sphere from which it ought to be ex-
cluded—the home. But this is an argument which cannot be seriously en-
tertained when we consider the many and varied inroads upon private life
which the power of the State has already made, and in which such public
intervention has proven to be in the highest degree beneficent. The indi-
vidual can no longer use his property as he pleases, even when that prop-
erty is in inanimate things, but when property takes the form of human
beings, as children, the “rights” of the individual are circumscribed and
limited in the most thorough manner. And what sane man to-day would
venture to assert that the right of parents to do as they like with their chil-
dren—a right which all too often took the form of brutal maltreatment and
systematic starvation—was more compatible with public welfare, or private
morality, than the supervision enforced by the State at present. And as the
right of the individnal to maltreat his children has been suppressed in the
interest of the children, should not the social maltreatment of the children
which follows as a result of the enforced poverty of the parents also be sup-
pressed? If it is right that parents should not be allowed to sentence their
children to corporal punishment of a severe character, or to curtail their
supply of food below what is necessary for their subsistence, is it not also
right that Society which, through its faulty economic organisation, sen-
tences the parents themselves to a lifetime of drudgery and ill-requited toil,
should use its power to provide the children of the poor it has created with
sufficient of the necessaries of life to allow of their proper development
into capable, self-respecting men and women? It is said this would encour-
age drunkards and loafers to neglect their children. But the children of
such people are neglected now, and the maintenance of their children out
of public funds could not increase such neglect, but would only save the
helpless little ones from its consequences. Why should children suffer, even
if the parents are criminal and indolent?
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Society owes a duty to these children—they are the citizens of the
future; as their childhood is made happy and healthful, and therefore truly
susceptible of receiving education, so will their manhood and womanhood
tend to become; so will the civilization they mould be worthy of an enlight-
ened pqople. Therefore, we repeat, the Free Maintenance of the Children is
a most important item to be fought for, and we look to see the revolutionary
wqul_ng class making this demand a prominent feature in its future
ag!tamn—resolved that capitalist society, which starved and stunted our
childhood, and debases and exploits our manhood, shall, at least, be com-
petled to take its clutches off the lives of our children and leave ;;he rising
generation physically and mentally capable of accomplishing the glorious
task of social reconstruction now awaiting it.

NOTES

1. The right of local areas to legislate for themselves, especially in re-
gard to licensing laws. »especially n re

2. Disestablishment of the Anglican Church, that is.

3. Cork elected nine Labour candidates in 1899.

4. Evening sittings of the Corporation, so that workers elected
: could
attend without endangering their employment.

5. The Irish Socialist Republican Party, founded by Connolly in 1896.
6. The programme put forward by the ISRP in local elections.
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Working class fool:
Workers in the arts and media

Mick Doyle

Portrayals of the Irish working class, on the rare occasions it features in the
media or arts in Ireland, are not so much inspired by the idea of a working
class hero as by that of a working class fool. Similarly negative portrayals
can be found in all industrialised countries but when it comes to blanket,
unadulterated class prejudice, the Irish cultural world keeps well up with
the pack. .

Working class characters, invariably with thick Dublin accents—that
accent representing workers countrywide—are regularly depicted as being
woefully stupid, criminally bent or an admirable combination of both.
Though prevalent today, it’s a depiction that can be traced back to the
emergence of class subjects in Irish culture.

Of the few seminal figures in Irish literature to tackle class issues some
often themselves presented a negative picture. Although working class
himself, and a lifelong socialist, many of Sedn O’Casey’s characters, par-
ticularly those who have the audacity to profess political beliefs, are con-
stantly having fun poked at them, swaggering about the stage like vain
‘Paycocks’, mispronouncing words lefi, right and centre. Many of these in-
volved in political struggles display barely a grasp of the aims they are
struggling for, hardly seem to care about those aims at all. Jack Clithezoe
in The Plough and the Stars, for instance, is more concerned about the for-
ester’s uniform he’1l get if he becomes an officer in the Citizen Army than
he is about the fight to establish a workers’ republic. It’s interesting that
performances of O’Casey’s works play to an audience these days that gets
as much of a giggle out of the Dublin accent as they do any of his intended
comic picces. Interesting, maybe, but hardly surprising given some of his
characters. Nor is it surprising that O’Casey’s works continually fail to
draw significant numbers of working class people into theatres that remain
the preserve of the middle and upper classes.

Why then are negative representations the dominant ones?

One reason for it is straightforward enough: Ireland was largely a rural
country until the 1960s and the great bulk of art that dealt with the under-
privileged at all dealt with the rural poor. There was no romance, albeit
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imagined, to be found in the tiny working class. It attracted little artistic
interest from outside and produced few artists of its own.

Another is that the class struggle in Ireland has been rightly tied to, but
often obscured by, the struggle for national independence, resulting inevi-
tably in a blurring of class allegiance and the diminution of an otherwise
strong working class voice in politics or the arts. Many outstanding activ-
ists/artists were drawn to organisations that espoused socialist ideals but
whqse driving concern was the unification of the country, if needs be aban-
do_nmg those same socialist ideals somewhere down the line. It should be
pointed out, though, that the republican movement was often the only radi-
cal movement on offer.

Probably no Irish artist is a better illustration of this than Brendan
Behan Behan grew up in the slums of north Dublin during the 1920s. He
joined the IRA in his early teens, an organisation that contained many vol-
unteers whose political outlook was poles apart from his own. Class fre-
quently raises its head in Behan’s writing, although the greater part of his
work concerns the independence struggle.

AI}hough working class artists face an uphill struggle in every country
class is a clearer issue in England, for example, and consequently there is z;
greater body of distinguishable working class art and, as a result, more bal-
ance.

. A third, and again fairly obvious, reason is that the same system which
suﬂe_s ambition in other areas of life fairly strangles it in the overly com-
petitive world of the arts—actors and scriptwriters from working class
backgrounds talk of the snobbery they encounter from their middle class
c.olleagues, while they participate in dramas that more often than not bare
little resembiance to their own experience. Actors who do persevere rarely
get to play positive roles. Scriptwriters who write positive roles often turn
their scripts in only to have them re-written by producers who are unable or
unwilling to abandon their own prejudices.

.Ng one would argue against the fact that comic or criminal individuals
exxs’t in working class communities, as they do in all communities, but they
don’t represent the majority of working people, who in spite of economic
hardship continue to live law abiding and productive lives. Neither would
anyone argue ggainst the right, indeed the necessity, of artists to highlight
comic or criminal characters, but against the fact that publishers, agents
and producers choose these depictions to the exclusion of almost anything
else. The few “working class’ manuscripts that do make it onto our screens
or bookshelves invariably conform to the prejudices of their editors and
publishers.
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Look at Roddy Doyle. Considered by many to be the authority on the
modern Irish working class, he regularly spins the two-headed coin of
criminal/clown. Admittedly, his first three novels, the Barrytown trilogy,
are comedies, but the characters are one-dimensional, aggressive beyond
all necessity. rustophobic, and ultimately limited in their ability to improve
their lot: the whole endeavour usually ends in a rowing shambles. Doyle
seems to view his creations much as a Victorian explorer might have
viewed an undiscovered tribe, with a kind of fatherly fondness but, at heart,
fearful of their latent savagery. Although Doyle at least uses the working
class as his vehicle, and undoubtedly with good intentions, his later works
The Family and The Woman Who Walked Into Doors offer a more disturb-
ing view of working class people and are no less one-sided for that. His
characters have merely switched from clowning incompetents to armed
robbers, wife beaters and child molesters. The point being that the central
issue dealt with in these works, that of child and spouse abuse, could just as
easily have featured middle or upper class families.

It’s important to stress here that the desire of politically conscious art-
ists is not to pack the media with dour, heroic workers, but to go some way
towards righting the balance, to throw at least a splash of objectivity onto 2
canvas of crooks and cretins who must at all cost crank a few laughs out of
a middle class audience.

Working people of course have had their artistic champions: James
Stephens, James Plunkett, Jim Sheridan and Christy Brown, to name some.
They and others like them at one time or another reflected life in their
communities honestly and sympatheticaily. But, strong as their voices are,
they are drowned in the veritable flood of negativity that is the main. Jim
Sheridan, for example, is Ireland’s only established working class film
maker. And, apart from Sheridan, all of those listed above are (as Roddy
Doyle might say) brown bread. Perhaps it’s no coincidence either that
Stephens was writing at a time of growing industrial unrest, that Plunkett’s
Strumpet City is set during the 1913 lockout, that Brendan Behan matured
potitically during one of the most radical periods of modern Irish history,
and that Brown's work coincided with a wave of working class writing in
Britain.

The modern working class get an even rougher ride in the media. They
rarely feature in RTE dramas, popping up primarily in ads or occasionally
in serials. And when they do, they fall into the stupid or criminal stereo-
type. With the possible exception of Fair City, most of whose main charac-
ters are small business people anyway, workers continue to grunt and growl

at us across the airwaves. The ‘equal opportunities employer’ seems
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singularly blind to equality when it comes to the working class, Their ad-
vertisements are replete with soft-headed labourers and menacing gougers.
There’s the doddery father who can’t figure out why his son has bought
him a box of chocolates, the glazier who receives curt professional advice
from the middle class housewife, the criminals who encourage von to get
hooked up to Telecom PhoneWatch. .. the list goes on.

Not one of their series contains a trade union member. Perhaps we
should be thankful for smail mercies: the network’s record on covering
actual class struggle is just as deplorable as their fictional depictions and
all the more sinister for that.

The main and most obvious reason for these portrayals is the almost
total lack of involvement of working people in the media; the fact that the
vast number of scriptwriters, actors and producers are middle class; that,
put simply, the picture we get from them is the picture they have of us.

But why do working people put up with it? Why, for instance, do hun-
dreds of thousands of people watch Upwardly Mobile? The very lack of
working class representation in the media, the novelty of seeing yourself on
screen, almost regardiess of the message put out, is one explanation. An-
other explanation, and saddest of all, is that a significant segment of the
working class accepts its own negative stereotyping. This is bardly surpris-
ing when they have to contend with a system that relentlessly hammers the
self confidence of working people from the schoolyard to the old folks’
home, that screams their incompetence into their heads almost every day of
their lives, that eventually convinces them they are in fact stupid or worth-
fess.

Things may be changing though, albeit slowly. Although working class
students are still very much in the minority, there are more young people
from working class backgrounds in third level education now than there
ever was in the history of the country. Older people too are taking advan-
tage of adult education programmes and returning to study. This is a
spin-off of rising expectations in the working class in general as the econ-
omy booms. It will inevitably lead to more working class students getting
involved in the arts and the media. Something similar happened in Britain
in the late 50s and early 60s. It gave rise to what became known as the
‘angry young men’, writers like John Osborne and Alan Sillitoe, and to a
plethora of ‘kitchen sink’ dramas. There are hopeful signs already. Pat
McCabe’s novel The Butcher Boy looks deeply and sympathetically into
the deteriorating mind of a working class child, and the film version has
pulled in an even wider audience. The recent film 7 Went Down, although
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featuring gangsters, deals humorously and sympathetically with its two
main characters. Not much, you might say. But it’s a start.

Portrayals of working class people will only be fundamentally changed.
though, when the non fictional class struggle begins to race up the best-
seller lists again. When workers are fighting back decisively it will no
Tonger be as easy or acceptable to portray them as fools. And if a boom in
the economy can force the floodgates of prejudice open wide enough for
more working class artists to slip through, imagine what a complete over-
throw of the system could do.
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