—

sectarian acts.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

estine.

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

_or less arbit'.mer;ly grouped peoples which

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

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

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

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

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

within the working class —

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

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

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

tionalism of the ‘good’ n:

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

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

How to argue for troops out

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

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

on Ireland at the Labour Party con-
ference.

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

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

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

that-might_be- -:,a

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

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

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

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

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

which the of not

withdrawal motions are lost.

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

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

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

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

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

e and see what the play was.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

it N

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

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

for the last five years.

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

tant North. Ihave no intention of enter-
ing into this argument here because I do
not accept the prime responsibility of
British socialists at this stage in the Irish
struggle is to sit around and com-
mentate on debates at Labour Party
conferences one day and construct con-
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arguments used by advocates of Troops
Out, I concluded that: ‘... The left lost
thennmmtnth&yﬂr':hbom?q!y
conference. exception
of Geoff Bell the even
seriously attempt to answer the

is added). Was I

instance,

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

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

v mmme“i: the Eb":-'i‘p.‘".'{y"“.

\wcuhu government

| withdraw from. Ireland; John

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

St.y Unul Protestant Rights Are

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

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

type of reply which was necessitated by
that reportage.

The need
to link the
issues

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

others whose speeches at
Labour Party conference 1
SO

withdrawal would be follow
sectarian

arguments
because v.he leﬂ simply defaulted on the

Ihekﬁm!hequmonoflrdandume
the most urgent tasks we have to

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

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

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

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

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

n‘LAID

s.el.llst
Answer

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

gests) a materialistic explanation

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

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

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

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

Moreover, tho “the question of the
u.ny m\nﬂ'il!l‘ .
would recognise (that) the reason the
union leaderships are hostile to British
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—bmwhatwed:ddo -was to suggest...
that we needed a wide- discus-

You elevne Irish  self-
lute principle

against wluch everylhmg else is

measured and everything

any sort
poliucs

on combmed with lbslnctl_

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

How should British (or Irish) workers

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

to fuxlhatTroopsOututhemudm;

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

u lved

tion, then I would consider it a

duty to ignore it. Nenha in-
d Iri

d

lependence,

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

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

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

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

into

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

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

does not the spectacle of Troops
Out an i bloody ci

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

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

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

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

people

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

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

arrive at support for a united Ireland as against

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

The
s“h"sc
NSwep
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onl.tlnorr

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

cannot  make

’, meaning
‘Troops Out and no talk about what

‘l‘roops Out current sull counts for
* Geoff Bell

replm chimm; vncmrm on the jury-
less courts, strip-searching, the Preven-
tion of Terrorism Act, and Labour’s
commitment to a united

Even if you accept the claim that the
Troops Out current won all those vic-
tories, the fact remains that all those
positions — and especially a umted
Ireland — are coun by
Labour Party leadership to Troops Outl
lnstruthathexe:salotofsupponfor
Troops Out in the Constituency labour
Party left, and there is also a
passive support for Troops Out m the
British population (over 50%). Yet the
Troops Out current still has very little
clout outside the compnhennvely left-
wing sections of the CLPs. You admit
that it counts for little in the unions.

More is involved than numbers. The
Troops Out current is politically feeble.



It is a current that cannot answer its op-
-ponents polmcally und at the oonfem:ce

lmsdf ifhe unnks
«the solid Tmeps support can be
identified with the mlmbex of votes that
Troops Out can get at constituency GCs.
Wﬂl those who cannot answer the
ts of our opponents on the
bloodbath question and on Troops Out
not leading to a united Ireland stand up
under pressure of a serious civil war
scare? Passing a resolution -reflecting
conventional left wisdom at the ward or
GC is one thing — sticking to it in face
of the harsh realities that may unfold in
Northern Ireland is sof
5o is bangabletomoouundaxmmd
campaign in the trade unions for it.

For mmple. given the wide passive
support for Troops Out in the popuh
tion, why are the Constituency
Party Troops Out forces umble to wm
the unions? The Troops Out cun'mt isa
lot bigger than it was, but I didn’t

When the 26
Counties
voted to ban
diveoree

repressive Six County state in the

North were given 2 much-needed
boost from the voters in the South in
June 1986.

That was one of the tragic effects of the
massive vote against legalised divorce in &
referendum proposed by the then coalition
governmeat of Fine Gael and the Labour

Party.
The nln-dlll proposal was to allow
divorce under fairly tight toldlMll when a
couple could show that their mar-

'Iep-niﬂon of Ireland and the

vl;hhem-olbemml-tk-ahly
sectarian Northern Ireland state. They
nud!obmkdow-\ntsmzudcmu-

e areh reality is that this united Ireland
will mot come about without big defeats for
the two traditions of sectariamism.
referendum defeat showed the malignant
vigour of Catholic sectarianism.

neglect to record that. But it remains
fee'llzllae that we h: ngh
e argument we have no right
but to support those in struggle in
lrdnnd:snotonlymdmeadhmalsoa
very old argument. 1 have difficulty tak-
ing it seriously because 1 encountered

1969, when it was used as an argument
socialists calling for

eluwheremnathouofuswhorefus-
edto swedefactosupponwthedcploy-
ment of British troops. And as one of
their most ‘clinching’ ar;mmtsl.heyus-

leader
Catholic party, the SDLP, realised this. For
the sake of the Anglo-Irish Accord he made 8
final appesl to Southern voters to say ‘ves’ to
divorce reform.
Sian Fein, in a confusion which reflects the
litics of the movement, came out
l

how they could understand
uppoﬂcnlolbﬂl*mvou‘ys . They
evaded the issue.
Many socialists who are sympathetic to
Irish nationalism will point to the reactionary
on ssues

vant. They will be right about the Loyalists.
mwmmmm the relevance of the

Wlnl the vote showed us is how the Irish
Republic treats a minority — non-Catholics,

IRELAND

T
soeiﬂls‘
Answer

ed the fact that neither our socialist co-
thinkers in the Six Counties nor even the
Repuhllms were calling for Troops

You wull uy. of course, that they
Were W Iogwu.lly, Geoff, you
shouldn'l For if it is a _principle
nowforust.hawehlvenoowonbmto

go along with the Northern Ireland left |

and Republicans then the same principle
musthnvebeenmopemnonmen even
though it led to diametrically opposite
conclusions.

or separated women. Since the whole of the
national in Ireland today revolves
around the question of -Ilnrllytbeﬂw-
thern Protestants, the poiat could hardly be
Linton
Oleoftbeimlklo(lihlsﬂllﬂy-ﬁlﬂ

In its explicit attempt te
state for a Catholic peﬂpie". that nationalism
rs the Protestan I»ucurll..dn
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The whole logic_of the struggle for .
& Him b] q‘gr 10, P"O‘ 4 &

¢ ant.

" Bacidash; which in turn _pushed :the®
Catholics, in fear and terror, towards
self-defence, and then boosted those
who wanted to go on an armed offen-
sive, after the IRA split. That takes us
back to what you said about waiting for
a majority in the Northern state. The
point is that it has been artifici carv-
ed out — very artificially. 35% of the
population are opposed to the state’s ex-
istence. Over the past 15 years, in fact
from before the violent phase, when it
was a question of Britain putting
pressure to reform on the old Orange
state, the central problem has been that
the state was deliberately designed to
give a permanent Protestant majority. It
was not reformable. Yet you are com-
mitted to remaining within the narrow
limitations of a state which has a built-in
Protestant sectarian majority.

These are very important points, and I
recognise the logic of what you have
said. I’d go along with quite a bit of it.
T’d have reservations about some of it.
‘What I would stress to you is that the

_key to this is having the political skill
. and’ determination to go through with
the political, sociaf, economic :and in-
stitutional changes regardless of opposi-
tion from the Unionist group. *
“ 1 don’t mean rough-riding over them.
I'am saying that ‘we would not accept

that they had a veto — for example, on'
_setting up an”’ reland  Economic
Development Couricil, or an all-Ireland

“police foice, and a whole host of other
things of that nature. ' 1
_If you do that, you are “saying
something ‘you've never said before to
the-unionists: it’s not just thaf we want
to get things better in'Northern Ireland.
We are saying to you that we don’t want
- - you in the. UK any more, we want you in
: ..a-united Ireland. That is a very different
- .message going out to the Unionists than
« has gone out before.
2 1 don’t think you can assume that all
Unionists are hard-liners who will fight
- in the last ditch. Obviously there are lots
of those. - They - keep - making _their
presence felt. But there are also a lot of
them saying. things that they would not
have said even five years ago, let alone
ten. ‘Well, we can’t go on as we are, can
- -we?’ for example. That’s.a verysignifi-
.-cant change. s
I ‘think you could- not ~coerce the
“ Unionists. Quite certainly you- would *
Ireland and give

_thing is that a British Labour govern-
ment could.create -the -political; condi-"~
tions for change by a declaration of in-
tent to withdraw; by really energetic

- - determination-to change the whole struc-

.~ ture and framework to make some form
of a united Ireland realistic politics for

... the Protestants — give them options

where they would have an incentive to

accept change.
I haven’t ruled out any of that.
the

you are
“We'll always let you veto us’.

: No, I'm.not saz}ng that at all. All I'm

saying/very clear

“first 3§ have -talks~withthe Dublin
government — whatever government it
happens to be — to set up new economic
and social institutions, and we do not
allow them to veto that.

I’ve already indicated that, obviously,
governments can get pressurised and
deflected if the pressure is strong
enough. That’s where the political skill
comes in.

There would be a major effort not to
allow_any group or any individual to
veto those things that were agreed by
London and Dublin. In effect what I'm
saying is: yes, we are giving a strong
commitment to get out. We are not set-
ting a date. I think, as I’ve said, a com-
mitment to getting out is not a policy for
a united Ireland — it might be that the
real policy is to have a commitment to a
united Ireland, and that’s what I'm say-
ing. You yourself say we can’t do it by
coercion. Therefore we have got to do it
by consent. But you don’t allow them to
veto the political progress.

How would a new Labour government
treat the Catholics?

Better.
For example, it was a Tory governmeit
which granted jcal status as. part of

an attempt to find a new,solution after
Bloody Sunday (when 13 unarmed men
were shot dead in Derry, on 30 January

). A Labour government, took it

away. You still seem to be committed to
a policy that would involye a continual
harassment - of a big section of the
Catholic population. .,

1 would hope things like the Preven-
tion of Terrorism Act can go, and that
we would have a major review of the
Emergency Provisions Act. 1" would
want to have a whole look at human
rights issues there, like the delay in get-
ting death _certificates and coroners”
reports on children killed. by - plastic
bl:ﬂlels, and all sorts of other things like
that. N

That won’t come about quickly. The
Catholics, for very understandable
reasons, don’t trust the security forces,
and it’s very difficult to change that
quickly. I mean, I'd like to change it
tOmOITOW morning.

‘We’ll make the forces be seen and felt
to be totally impartial. I fiaven’t got a
‘magic wand that would do that. I have
got a number of things in' y mind, in-
“cluding an all-Ireland police force, that
}vonld ‘help do that. But not overnight, I

ear. =

What do you feel about restoring
political status to Republican prisoners'
1 would not give political status. I've

always. been very opposed to political

,;;tatus, not least because as an ex-

probation officer I very strongly take the
view that if you decide to lock people up
for whatever reason then you should
treat them equally, except on the
grounds of security (ic. a burglar doesn’t
get the same sort of security as a mass
murderer).

I think it is wrong in principle. The
only justification for it would be under

the Geneva Convention on prisoners of

 is that what we'll do”
el a

war, in which case you have got to have
two states that have declared war on
each other, both sides wearing
recognisable uniforms.

One of the most dangerous things
about political status for nationalists is
that you also give it to Loyalists. If you
do that, and you. then have a united
Ireland, you hand over a large number
of Loyalist prisoners of war to the new
state, which is the surest way I know of
saying to the Loyalist people — you
have a legitimate fight, you are entitled
to prisoner of war status too, you have
got it, and make sure you keep it.

1 know that the Unionists will be

prepared to fight and kill and die
themselves for their cause, as are the Na-
tionalists at present.
But you accept that the Catholics have
been oppressed terribly for ‘60 years at
least. On what definition are the IRA
straightforward criminals?

They’re “not.””Of “course they’re
political, I’m mot disputing that for a
‘moment. But ‘if we lock them up, that
‘doesn’t mean thdt they should be treated
differently.” « < "7 o

You are sayi that an ordinary
criminal should be treated worse. As a
penal reformer I reject that ‘strongly.
There is tio reason why a so-called com-
mon criminal — personally I find the
phrase very offensive — should be

- treated ‘worse than ‘you who committed

your act for political reasons.

Secondly, what’s political? If you are
a young black in this country, you feel
the police don’t defend you, and you
take out a brick in your pocket to defend
yourself — is that political or not? I
would argue it is political.
So would I

Someone who goes around shoplifting
and says, ‘I don’t like the present struc-
ture of society in capitalism’, is political.
You’re mixing up two. questions,
though. I'd be. in favour of penal
reform, and of g the political
dimension in the case of the young black
or the unemployed person shoplifting.
But there is a qualitative difference bet-
ween the political element in these things
and the political army nil -: admittedly

ith gr
which_— you admit “— pose a united
lrdnﬁ the only solution, even if you
with their methods.

That’s not:a reason for treating them
differently. And certainly no reason for
treating them better — which is the re-

quest.
They are soldiers.
If they are soldiers, then prisoner-of-
es from a very specific



agreement. It is the Geneva agreement,
which covers two states at war, an

wearing a uniform when you are in com-
bat. It’s a dangerous policy because at
the end of the day you’ll wind up with a

yalist prisoner-of-war camp in a

united Ireland. If you want that, OK.
But it’s dangerous.
The Geneva Convention in its details is a
product of established governments. We
are talking about an oppressed people
and their guerilla army, which does not
wear a uniform because it is out-
numbered and so on. But they are
soldiers.

By that definition, anyone who is
fighting the British state as such, in-
cluding the Tartan Army in Scotland
and the Welsh arsonists and the Angry
Brigade, are soldiers. We give them
political status, do we? What sort of
status would you give them and why
treat them better?

I think you are using the whole business
abut penal reform to obscure the
qualitative difference. For example, the
Catholics in 1969 did not have guns. The
IRA offensive grew out of the civil rights
movement in reaction to the Protestant
backlash and the pogroms. Your picture
about how the armed conflict developed
is somewhat askew, because one of the
earliest events was the British curfew in
the Falls just after the Heath govern-
ment was elected, in July 1970 — before

got under way. The

the IRA offensive
whole chi of how it di

obscure the actual problem, that the

shows that the IRA began as the defen-
sive militia of the Catholic community.

I think that people who pursue this
line are, not intentionally, betraying
socialist values. There is no reason to
argue that peopole who are less ar-
ticulate — the vast majority in your
prisons are working class people —
don’t in fact have political motives for
waht they do. Some of them act as
organised groups like the Provisionals
do. But that does not Jjustify unequal
treatment. If you want specific prisoner
of war status, then two things follow:
one, you must accept prisoner of war
rules and regulations under the Geneva
Convention; two, to my mind more im-
portantly, you must give PoW status to
Loyalists too. You must take on board
that you will hand over to a united
Ireland political prisoners of war and
you are virtually saying to the rest of the
Unionist population that this legitimises
their fight against the new Irish state.
Isn’t that the distant, or mid-distant
future?

Idon’t think so. I'm working as fast
as possible on this programme.

ithough I’'m not setting dates, I'm not
writing it off as some distant future aim.
You are using the ‘Unionist PoWs’ argu-
ment and the political element in or-
dinary so-called criminal activity to

P IRA is an army of an op-

pressed people.

I’ve been working for good treatment
in prisons for donkeys years — but I
want it for everyone, not just one group.
So yon're?ln favour of a blanket reform

Yes. One of my positions from early

on in the hunger and dirty protests was
that if we had made such reforms, we
would have had no problem — the five
demands would have been met.
So your policy in Northern Ireland will
be to bring in a complete prison reform
to include all sorts of rights for political
and other prisoners?

In fact Northern Ireland prisons are
better than the ones here, which are ap-
palling. If we could do more to liberalise
prisons, I’d be very happy.

You will in effect grant political status to
all ‘ordinary criminals’ in Northern
Ireland?

No. You are twisting my words. I’m
saying 1 want good conditions for
prisoners, and I'm not prepared to
distinguish as to why a person commit-
ted an offense or not.

You are evading the actual point.

I don’t think so, but we’ll have to
leave it there.

Thank you very much.

Tony Benn on Ireland

he time has come when British

withdrawal from Northern

Ireland must be moved to the cen-
tre of public debate. For too long those
who have so courageously advocated it
have been denounced as if they sup-
ported terrorism.

Yet it must be obvious to everybody that
the present policy of military repression has
failed, is failing, has no prospect of success
and, in so far as it is intended to enforce par-
tition, does not deserve to succeed.

Not only is the bitterness growing, along
with the casualties, but the techniques for
para-military policing

i
a police state, and those techniques are in
danger of spreading to mainland Britain.
Though there is massive media coverage of
the violence, it is presented in such a way as
to blank out any serious discussion of the
alternatives.

IRELAND:

Parliament itself devotes a few hours every

year to the procedures necessary to renew the
emergency legislation, listens to ministerial
statements that follow major incidents and
debates, in a very low-key way, such ad-
ministrative issues as fall to it {o deal with
under direct rule. My own experience of
Cabinet is that the real choices do not even

get properly discussed there.

There was a debate in full Cabinet in 1969
when troops were sent in; again, after the Bir-
mingham pub bombing when the anti.
terrorist legislation was brought forward, and
we had reports on the Ulster workers’ strike.
But at no time was the option of withdrawal
ever seriously considered. Even discussions of
successive Labour manifestos were always
hedged about with warnings that any com.
mitment to withdrawal might cost lives — as
if they were not being lost all the time.

tly, sug-

g tha the last World War
Winston Churchill himself was quite
prepared to_ignore the Ulster veto if the
Dublin government would assist Britain in its
war effort.

‘What we should be discussing now is the
way in which Britain could break the
deadlock by a clear statement of intention to

h

it w.
First, we should legislate “‘to terminate Her
Majesty’s i

earlier withdrawal if suitable arrangements
could be made meanwhile.
Second, we should invite the United Na-



\

tions to send a peace-keeping force into the

province o replace our troops and to sustain
Taw and order until such a dme 25 the new
government could assume that responsibility.

Third, we should megotiate a tripartite
agreement setting out a basis for future rela-
tions between Britain, the Republic and a new
Northern Ireland government, including
safeguarding of human rights.

Fourth, we should declare an amnesty for
prisoners held under the emergency.

Fifth, we should offer financial aid to the
new government equal to the present con-
tributions to Northern Ireland pius the costs

1 the casergency, for @ five-yeas § period, to
be rencgotiated (nerealter on an scim
for 2 farther fixed period.
- The very fact that such an alternative was

to discuss how they could best cooperate to

tackle the real problems of the province.
hese are mass unemployment, bad housing,
poverty, Inequality and
the solution to which req
political action, especially by the labour
movement, that could over-ride the sectarian
hostilities that have been deliberately en-
couraged to divert people from the main
tasks that need to be faced.
No-one can be sure that a policy along
these nm would succeed, but there would
be massive support for it in Britain
nd e Republic. The people In he North,
nce they realised that we were in
would then have  chance to build  fature
for themselves and their children, free from
the unending prospect of further violence
that now seems inevitable.
It sometimes appears as if Britain s ex:
cuse that can be used to
tion of what so many people in the pmlm

A reply to Tony Benn

ony Benn has outlined a policy

for ending the conflict in North-

ern Ireland in his Guardian
column on 18 July 1983.

He wants to make the proposal for
British withdrawal central to public
debate in Britain. ‘“‘For too long those
who have so courageously advocated it
have been denounced as if they sup-
ported terrorism,”’ he says.

Benn’s solution is this:

(1) Britain should set a date for
withdrawal not more than two or three
years ahead.

(2) The UN should be jnvited to send
troops to replace those of Britain.

(3) A tripartite agreement should be
negotiated — “‘including safeguarding
of human rights” — between Britain,
the Southern Irish state, and a ‘“‘new
Northern Ireland government’’.

(4) There should be an amnesty for
prisoners ‘‘held under the emergency”’.

(5) Financial aid should be given to
the new Northern Ireland government,
equal to what is now spent on ‘security”
and the present British subsidies to Nor-
thern Ireland, for a five year peri

This is, essenually, the |ndependem
nonhem Ireland’ policy long favoured

by the Ulster Defence Association
(UDA) and by one or two Catholic
mavericks like former SDLP socialist
Paddy Devlin. It begs questions that
Benn does not even-consider, let alone
try to answer — and these are the
decisive questions.

What would be the political system in
an independent Northern Ireland? Ma-
jority rule? Rule by the Protestant ma-
Jority artificially built into the state?

The references to ‘guarantees’ sug-
gests that Benn’s trend of thought would
lead him to answer yes. The Catholics
have no reason to believe such

guarantees, and would fight on in-
deﬁmlely rather than accept it.

They would be right to do so, for ma-
jority rule would be sectarian rule,
whatever the guarantees. Though the
British makes propaganda that the Six
Counties are the democratic expression
of the rights of the Protestant majonty,
in practice it refuses to let them exercise
their majority. Why? Because there is no

way that ‘majority rule’ in Northern
Ireland could avoid being, or quickly
becoming, Protestant sectarian rule. The
British government knows it — and so
do the Northern Ireland Catholics.

e ‘independent Northern Ireland’
policy is unviable because the Six Coun-
ties is not a stable entity — it would
quickly dissolve into communal civil
war. If the South could be kept out of it
all the UN could hope to do would be to
freeze the conflict at a certain point, as
in the Lebanon.

The explosive communal eruptions in
Ceylon, with its mass movement of peo-
ple to their own ‘safe’ areas, shows us
what would mevnably happen in an
mdependem Northern Ireland’.

Benn hopes that proposals such as
these and a British declaration that it
was going ‘‘would force both com-
munities in Northern Ireland to discuss
how they could best cooperate to tackle
the real problems of the province. These
are mass bad housing,
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know must be done sooner or later. A clear
statement of our intention would strip away
that excuse, end an ancient injustice
perpetrated by Britain on the Irish

over many centuries, and open up
possibilities for cooperation that for the mo-
ment seems totally beyond our reach.

‘The Guardian, 18 July 1983

The ‘real problems’ include the problem
that — in social and political fact —
shapes and conditions all others: the
problem of the right to national self-
determination of the majority of the
Irish people, and how that Irish majority
commumty will relate to the natural
Irish minority, the Protestants of north-
east Ulster.

To appeal to ‘bread and butter ques-
tions’ as the ‘real issue’ — though where
possible working class unity should be
built even on this minimal basi: is to
repeat the error of the ‘socialism-is-the-
only-answer’ activists who were
outflanked in Northern Ireland by the
rising IRA at the beginning of the *70s.
yllllaﬂ( is the heir of such politics for

el

Another argument thrown in by Benn
is that Britain sees a united Ireland as
possibly posing a military threat. This is
out of date by three decades and an
cpocha] revolution in mllnary

poverty, inequality and social depriva-
tion, the solutions to which require con-
ciliation and political action, especially
by the labour movement, that could
override the sectarian hostilities that
have been deliberately encouraged to
divert people from the main tasks that
have to be faced.”

Sure, the ruling class in both Britain
and Ireland encouraged and took advan-
tage of the communal division: it is
much deeper-rooted than that, though.

logy (from World
War II aircraft to Cruise mlsslles)

In fact Benn’s policy is an unjellable
mix of the UDA, Militant and the Com-
munist Pany (Bill of Rights/
‘guarantees’). The UN presence would
not jell it. Nothing could.

The solution is a united Ireland with,
within it, as much autonomy for
Ireland’s natural minority (the Pro-
testants) as is compatible with the rights
of the majority.
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Who was James Connolly?

ny man who tells you that an
act of armed resistance — even
if offered by 10 men armed

with stones — any man who tells you
that such an act of resistance is

any and every such man should at once
be spurned, spat at. For remark you this
and recollect’ ll, that samzwhele, and

an
must be made, and that the f irst act of
resistance is always and must be ever
P , imp. an

James Fintar Lalor

Thus it was with the 1916 Easter Ris-
ing in Dublin. This was the spirit in
which the successors of Lalor acted.
And to act at all they needed such a
spirit.

One thousand men, one quarter of
them the trade union militants of the
Citizen Army, badly armed and with lit-
tle training, went out into the streets of
Dublin to challenge and to fight the
greatest empire the world had seen.
Many of them knew — certainly the
leaders knew — that, given the isolation
of Dublin, they had little chance of suc-
cess.

Yet: ““We went out to break the con-
nection between this country and the
British Empire and to establish an Irish
Republic...believing  that the British

* government has no right in Ireland and

never can have any right in Ireland,”
proudly explained Connolly to the
military court that condemned him to
death a week later.

Earlier Connolly had summed up the

national independence of Ireland. He
knew that any of the socialists would
regard it as an aberration for a Marxist
to take Connolly’s course. And of
course many of them did.

How came Connolly to that end of
his, which united the heroic act of tradi-
tional Irish Republicanism with the first
decisive act of revolutionary labour?

Born of Irish parents in Edmhurgh in
1868, Connolly started work in a print-
shop at 10 or 11 and at 12 in a bakery.
Like most emigre families, the Con-
nollys remained very much attuned to
Ireland. There at that time the crypto-
socialist Fenian movement of the 1860s
had given way to the fight of the Land
Lcague and Parnell’s parliamentary par-

The League welded the tenants
together to fij ght the landlords. Tenant
solidarity and its warlike expression, the
boycott, together with Parnell’s obstruc-
tion in parliament, shook the English
system. Callous men who had never
bothered when the Irish people suffered
in silence now became convinced of the
need to solve ‘the Irish problem’ from
above, before it solved itself from
below.

The Connolly family atmosphere in
Edinburgh, like that of most Irish
families then, was saturated with a spirit
of bitter rebellmn agamst the ‘English
system’: it was the air which the child
James Connolly breathed, and it never
left his system.

At 14 he joined the army, following
many young workers forced in
pressure and following also a

spirit of de which
governed him between the outbreak of
war in 1914 and his murder in 1916: ““If
you strike at, imprison or kill us, out of
our prisons or graves we will still evoke a
spirit that will thwart you, and maybe,
raise a force that will destroy you. We
defy you! Do your worst!” (Irish
Worker, 1914)

With such conviction Connolly faced
the British government and its firing
squad. Awaiting his executioners, he re-
‘mained \mxcpcmam ““‘Hasn’t it been a
good life — and isn’t this a good end?””
he said to his wife when she visited him
for the last time. Yet, at his death, he
believed that the socialists who knew
him in Britain and Arnenca would never

Fenian tradition: in the army they learn-
ed to use arms. Connolly was stationed
in Ireland and it is probable that he
deserted.

The Irish
Socialist
Republican
Party

'y 1889 he had become a socialist.
The Jacobin ideas of the Irish
Repubhcans transplanted to the

what a
socialist, was doing ﬁghung for the mere

of the workers in Edinburgh
ily and naturally into a
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socialist From then to
1896 he developed his knowledge; win-
ding up in the Marxist Social
Democratic Federation. (Though his
‘Marxism’ remained one-sided: he seems
never to have shed Catholicis m.)

He married and ‘inherited’ a job as an
Edinburgh dustman, but when he fought
a local government election he was
squeezed out and thereafter found it im-
possible to get a job.

Then came the turn which threw him
for the first time completely into Irish
politics. The Dublin Socialist Society in-
vited him to become its paid organiser.
He accepted.

By May 1896 he was ready to
transform the group into the Irish
Socialist Republican Party. From the
start the ISRP distinguished itself by
declaring for an independent Irish
Republic. Even the SDF declared only
for Home Rule for Ireland and many
socialists considered it a betrayal of
‘socialist internationalism’ to bother at
all with the question of oppressed na-
tionalities.

Following Marx rather than the
shallow ‘Marxists’ of his time, Connolly
blended the plebian revolutionary tradi-
tion of the United Irishmen and the Fe-
nians with revolutionary socialism. He
declared: “Only the Irish working class
remains as the incorruptible mhentors of
the fight for freedom in Ireland.”

Often he expounded his ideas on- this
question:

“The development of democracy in
Ireland has been smothered by the
Union [ie, the Act of Union of 1801 of
Britain and Ireland]. Remove that bar-
rier, throw the Irish people back upon
their own resources, make them realise
that the causes of poverty, of lack of
progress, of arrested civil and national
development are then to be sought for
within and not without, are in their
power to remove or perpetuate, and ’ere
long that spirit of democratic progress
will invade and permeate all our social
and civil institutions.”’ (Workers
Republlc, 1897)

““The Socialist Party of Ireland [the
ISRP’s successor] recognises and most
enthusiastically endorses the principles
of internationalism, but it recognises
that that principle must be sought
through the medium of universal
brotherhood rather than by self-
extinction of distinct nations within Ihe
political maw of overgrown empires.”
(Forwa.rd march 1911)

d: ““We desire to preserve with the
Engluh people the same political rela-
tions as with the people of France, of
Germany or of any other country. The
greatest possible friendship, but also the
strictest independence...Thus, inspir
by another ideal, conducted by reason
and not by tradition, the ISRP arrives at
the same conclusion as the most irrecon-
cilable nationalists.* (1897)

But: “Having learned from history
that all bourgeois movements end in
compromise, that the bourgeois revolu-
tionaries of today become the conser-
vatives of tomorrow, the Irish socialists
refuse to deny or to lose their identity
with those who only half understand the
problem of liberty. They seek only the
alliance and friendship of those hearts
who, loving liberty for its own sake, are



not afraid to follow its banner when it is
uplifted by the hands of the working
class, who have most need of it. Their
friends are those who would not hesitate
to follow that standard of Iiberly, to
consecrate their lives in its service, even
should it lead to the terrible arbitration
of the sword.””

These words were written 19 years
before Easter 1916.

Connolly at the same time struggled
against the middle class Home Rule par-
ty. He mocked at those who saw mere
mdependence as a panac

you remove the Engltsh army
tomorrow and hoist the Green Flag over
Dublin Castle, unless you set about the
organisation of the socialist republic
your efforts would be in vain. England
would still rule you. She would rule you
through her capitalists, through her
landlords, through the whole army of
commercial-industrial institutions " she
has planted in the country and watered
with the tears of our mothers and the
blood of our martyrs, England would
rule you to your ruin.

A social as well as a national revolu-
tion was necessary: ‘A system of society
in which the workshops, factories,
docks, railways, shipyards etc. shall be
owned by the nation...seems best
calculated to secure the highest form of
industrial efficiency combined with the
greatest amount of individual freedom
Jfrom despotism...

But he quahﬁed this: “State owner-
ship and control is not necessarily
socialist — if it were, then the army and
the navy, the police, the judges, the
gaolers, the informers and the hangmen

would all be socialist functionaries as
they are all state officials — but the
ownership by the state of all the lands
and material for labour, combined with
the cooperative control by the workers
of such land and materials, would
socialist... To the cry of the middle-class
reformers, ‘Make this or that the pro-
perty of the government’, we reply —
‘yes, in proportion as the workers are
ready to make the government their pro-
perty”.”’ (Workers Republic, 1899)

Arguing thus, fighting for working-
class independence from Home Rulers
and Nationalists alike, Connolly was by
no means a ‘millennial socialist’. He
fought for limited gains and against sec-
tarian socialists who refused to do so.

“Of course some of our socialist
friends, especially those who have never
got beyond the of the question,
will remind me that even in a republic
the worker is exploited, as for instance
in France and the United States.
Therefore, they argue, we cannot be
Republicans. To this I reply: The coun-
tries mentioned have only capitalism to
deal with. We have capitalism and a
monarchy...

‘This, too, was his approach to the na-
tional question: we have capitalism and
national oppression. Connolly would
have had no time for the ‘pure’ na-
tionalists today. Neither would he have
time for those who, with the slogan ‘For
Connolly’s Workers’ Republic’ on their
lips, declare that the reunification of
Ireland, even under capitalism, the
removal of part of the double oppres-
sion of the workers of Ireland, is of no
interest to socialists. Connolly was no

The Republicans
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‘Connolly sectarian’. -

Connolly’s ISRP never had more than
100 members, though at certain times it
was influential beyond its membership.
During the Boer War its anti-

government, pro-Boer press was smash-
ed by the police.

Industrial
unionism

I n 1903 Connolly went to the United

States on a lecture tour. Shortly
afterwards he moved there with his
family. He worked for the American
Socialist Labour Party and the In-
dustrial Workers of the World. He had
been one of the guiding spirits of a
group of SDF members who had split
off the same year to found a British SLP
on the model of the American party.
Though eventually it was to become
rigidly sectarian, Daniel De Leon’s SLP
was at that time producing trenchant
criticism of the existing trade union and
socialist organisations. De Leon was
among the first to castigate the increas-
ingly conservative and cautious trade
union bureaucrats as ‘labour lieutenants
of capitalism’. He also saw how feeble
were the big socialist parties of Europe,
with their dominant parliamentarianism.
Both the one-sided trade unionists and
the equally one-sided parliamentary
socialist parties seemed to De Leon to
rule out any chance of working class
revolutionary action. Just how right he
was was shown by the collapse of the
labour movement in 1914, when the
World War broke out and most

socialists supported their own govern-
‘ments.

De Leon tried to answer the problem
he himself posed by arguing that the
working class needed to build up a real
social slrength inside the womb of
capitalism just as the capitalist
bourgeoisies had done in the womb of
feudalism. He proposed the creation of
an infrastructure composed of industry-
wide unions, capable of both seizing and
running industry. And he saw the need
to build on both the political front and
the economic front, towards a strategy
of taking power. De Leon was groping
theoretically for the specific working
class organisational form of industrial
and social self-rule. History was to pro-
vide her own answer: the workers’
soviets thrown up in Russia in 1905 and
in Europe after 1917,

Of De Leon, Lenin was later to say
that, despite certain sectarianism, he was
the only man since Marx to add anything
to Marxism. But, as too often happens,
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The Republicans

the De Leonites combined many correct
ideas with a sectarian practice which
rendered their ideas impotent.

Connolly remained with the De
Leonites for some years, eventually
breaking with them. But while shedding
much of the political harshness and in-
tolerance of the SLP he retained a belief
m mdusl.nal unionism’. Until 1910 he

an organiser for the INW — the
gul syndicalist trade union movement

f mainly migrant workers in America.

In 1910 he returned to Ireland, armed
with the ideas of industrial unionism, to
begin a period of mass activity which
saw the Irish working class rousing itself
for the first time into militant action.

The Irish
Transport and
General
Workers’Union

onnolly returned from the USA to

a changing Ireland. Jim Larkin

had been at work for three years
organising the dockers, carters and other
trades misnamed ‘the unskilled’.

The ‘new’ general unions which grew
in Britain after the mntchgrls G
gasworkers’ and dockers’ strikes of 1888
and 1889 had been feeble in Ireland.
Now labour was stirring itself again in
Britain and in Ireland as well.

In Britain, where the general unions
were already in the grip of self-serving
officials, the labour upsurge created a
rank and file ‘unofficial’ movement. In
Ireland a ‘new model” union was being
built: the Irish Transport and General
‘Workers’ Union.

Connolly became an organiser for the
ITGWU. A chaslcned Connolly, reflec-
ing perhaps his cxpenenoe in the
American SLP, he had written before
1uvlllg the USA:

““Perhaps. some day there will arise a
socialist writer who in _his writings will
live up to the spirit of the Communist
Manifesto, that the socialists are not
apart from the labour movement, are
not a sect, but are simply that part of the
working class which pushes on aII

il finally a sort of dual power in society
existed with the militant workers
organising and mobilising, to confront
and finally expropriate the capitalists.
Should the capitalist state attempt to use

never suceed in fooling the Socialists of
Ireland. The latter know their men too
well; they know m what an mferrw of
reaction they in keeping
the damam- qffaus of Ireland, such as

repression its limbs would be
by the industrial power of the workers
bloodshed would be minimal.
ether the workers, once a majority
wanted socialism, were to be helpless
before the bosses’ state, or the bosses
helpless befnre the workers, wonld be

housing and
sanitation, and they see them ever in
league with the most merciless exploiters
of labour on the island.”” (The Harp
(USA), September 1909)

‘I have always held, despite the
Jfanatics on boths sides, that the

by the i
and cohesiveness of labour.

Both Connolly and hrhn saw their
trade union work — and the ITGWU
itself — in this revolutionary syndicalist
light. But Connolly was no narrow anti-
political syndlcahst He became a
member of list Party of
Ireland, the sucocnm of the lSRP,

the other plane of the labour army they
were mobilising. He helped found the
Irish Labour Party in 1912.

As ITGWU organiser in Belfast from
1911 Connolly came up against the divi-
sion in the working class which is still
rampant today. In 1907 Larkin had
allied with Protestant radicals (who had
split from the Orangc Order to form the
Independent Orange Institute) and had
briefly succeeded in umhns Catholic and
Protestant workers in Belfast. But the
rising tide of anti-Home Rule agitation
(during which the original Ulster
Volunteers were organised)
what was a promising beginning
working-class unity. Connolly got to the
heart of the problem when he wrote, in
1913:

“Let the truth be told, however ugly.
Here the Orange workmg class are slaves
in spirit because they have been reared
up among a people whose conditions of
servitude were more slavish than 1l
own. In Catholic Ireland the working
class are rebels in spirit and democratic
in feeling because for hundreds of years
they have found no class as lowly paid or
badly treated as themselves. At one time
in the industrial world of Great Britain
and Ireland the skilled labourer looked
down with contempt upon the unskilled
and bitterly resented his attempt to get

his children taught any of the skilled
trades; the feeling of the Orangemen of
Ireland towards the Catholics is but a

e
S

others, which most clearly
the line of march.

Yet he remained a ‘De Leonite” in his
basic conceptions: the workers must
build industry-wide unions which would
act together against the capitalist class.
As the organisational strength and class
consciousness of the workers grew, it
would be reflected in the ballot box, un-
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glorified ona btg stage of
the same unworthy motives.”

This'is true. Yetulsonlyapartofthe
truth. It ignores the entwining of such
attitudes with the distinct — British —
national identity felt by the Protestant
population.

Connolly, however, didn’t just de-
nounce and castigate the Orange Order.
Some of his most bitter comments were
directed at the Home Rule party.

““The English Socialists have. falled ut-
terly to fathom the character of the
capitalist Home Rulers of Ireland. Their
failure arises from their inability to
understand the difference between
‘rebelly’ talk and serious revolutionary
purpose, even in a Nationalist sense,
they are absolutely lacking. They easily
succeed in fooling the so-called ‘hard-
headed’ English working man, but they

of Ireland for freedom could
not and cannot be divorced from the
world-wide upward movements of the
world’s democracy. The Irish question is
part of the social question, the desire of
the Irish people to control their own
destinies is a part of the desire of the
 workers to forge political weapons for
"their own enfranchisement as a class.

““The Orange fanatic and the
Capitalist-minded Home Ruler are alike
in denying this truth; ere long, both of
them will be but memories, while the ar-
my of those who believe in that truth will
be marching and battling on its conquer-
ing way.”’ (Forward, 12 July 1913)

Connolly looked to a future unity of
all Irish workers in st against
capitalism for the Workers’ chuhhc
“In their movement the North and
South will again clasp hands, again it
mll be demonstrated as in *98 [1798] that

pressure of a common exploitation
mn make enthusiastic rebels out of a
Protestant working class, earnest cham-
pions of civil and religious liberty out of
olics, and out of both a united

social democracy.”’

The Dublin
lock-out of
1913

n contrast with the North, the

workers in the South, led by Larkin,

were making big advancés. The
standard of living of the newly organised
rose substantially. So did their con-
fidence. They had found a new weapon
— class solidarity. No trade, no
workplace, was isolated in its struggle.
The policy of sympathetic strike action
was applied by the union with tremen-
dous success.

‘And of course the employers hit back.
Led by William Martin Murphy,
Dublin cmployers organised to break the
union. The famous Dublin Labour War
of 1913 followed. Those workers who
refused to sign a document repudiating
the union were locked out. But all the
union’s members stood firm.

For eight months the bitter war dragg-
ed on. Before it ended strikers had been
batoned to death by police. Larkin
Connolly (recalled from Belfast to help)
had been arrested, and the Citizen Ar-
my, the strikers’ militia that grew to
become the first Red Army in Europe,
had been organised to fight back against
the cops.

After eight months the labour war
ended. The workers were not defeated

— the union remained intact. But it was



The Irish Citizen Army
not a victory either: after that the union
was more cautious and less able to bring
full pressure to bear on the bossgs. Con-
nolly blamed the semi-defeat on the
isolation of Dublin — on the fact that
the British trade unions had merely
given financial help while wi i

belief that they were after defeating the
and the

imperialist government Na-

The Republicans
IRELAND
The
Socialis¢
Answer

of the last war lord.”*

He began to plan an insurrection.
After initial conflict, an alliance was
entered into with the nationalist
volunteers of Padraig Pearse. The Com-
munist International was later, in 1920,
to

tionalists the O
would have scant regard for the rights of
the minority left at its mercy.
““Such a scheme would destroy the
Pt

the decisive aid of direct i ial ac-

labour y {pi it. It
would in a form

tion which they had it in their power to
give. This failure of solidarity was a big
blow to Connolly.

However, as late as November 1913 he
had written: ““We are ftold that the
English people contributed their help to
our enslavement. It is true. It is also true
that the Irish people contributed soldiers
1o crush every democratic movement of
the English people...Siaves th

in evil the discords now prevalent und
help the Home Rule and Orange
capitalists and clerics to keep their rally-
ing cries before the public as the political
watchwords of the day. In short, it would
make division more intense and confu-
sion of ideas and parties more con-
JSfounded...

““The betrayal of the national

of i i

the English helped to enslave others;
slaves themseives, the Irish helped to
enslave others. There is no room for
recrimination. >

But after the strike Connolly had less
confidence in the immediate revolu-
tionary potential of the English workers,
seeing them, correctly, as tied too tightly
to their imperialist ruling class. The sup-
port of the British labour movement for
the 1914 war reinforced him in this bitter
conclusion.

With the end of the strike in 1914,
Larkin went to the USA (where he re-
mained until 1923) and Connolly took
charge of the union and the task of
rebuilding its strength and confidence.
And the Citizen Army was maintained
and strengthened as labour’s indepen-
dent armed force. This was made possi-
ble by the fact that northern Unionists
and the Green Tories also had their
‘private’ militias: the Ulster Volunteers
and the Irish Volunteers.

Partition

hen the English Liberals and
wme Irish Home Rule Green

Tories, in face of a virtual
rebellion by the Unionists and their
Ulster Volunteers, agreed to the parti-
tion of Ireland, Connolly wrote the most
tragically prophetic words he ever penn-
ed:

““The proposal to leave a Home Rule
minority at the mercy of an ignorant ma-
Jority with the evil record of the Orange
Party is a proposal that should never
have been made, and...the establishment
of such a scheme should be resisted with
armed force if necessary...Filled with the

y Ulster would
mean a carnival of reaction both North
and South, would set back the wheels of
progress, would destroy the oncoming
unity of the Irish labour movement and
paralyse all advanced movements whilst
it endured...All hopes of uniting the
workers, irrespective of religion or old
political battle cries will be shattered,
and through North and South the issue
of Home Rule will be still used to cover
the iniquities of the Capitalist and
Landlord class.” I am not speaking
without due knowledge of the sen-
timents of the organised labour move-
ment in Ireland when I say we would
much rather see the Home Rule Bill
defeated than see it carried with Ulster
or any part of Ulster left out.””

With the outbreak of war the issue
was shelved ‘for the duration’ and the
Home Rulers became recruiting agents
for Britain. Their Irish Volunteers split,
with a minority adopting a revolutionary
nationalist stand.

Connolly now recalled — publicly —
the Irish truism that Ireland could only
hope for a successful rebellion against
Britain while Britain was at war. And he
vowed not to miss the chance to strike at
the Empire. In August 1914, to avert the
expected threat of a wartime famine, of
high prices in the towns, he advocated

resistance, strikes and sabotage
to keep enough food in Ireland to feed
the people.

The article (‘Our Duty in this Crisis’)
ended on a note which showed that he
did not see it as merely an Irish struggle:
““Starting thus, Ireland may Yyet set the
torch to a European conflagration that
will not burn out until the last throne
and the last capitalist bond and deben-
ture will be shrivelled on the funeral pyre

where ge-
nuinely revolutionary nationalists ex-
isted, to join with them — ‘to strike
together, while marching separately’.
Connolly’s well-known remark to some
Citizen Army men before the Rising:
““The 0dds are a thousand to one against
us, but in the event of victory hold onto
your rifles, as those with whom we are
fighting may stop before our goal is
reached’” shows he had a similar concep-
tion to the International.

The Easter
Rising

s early as 1910 Connolly had
come close to an understan-
ding of the theory of perma-

nent revolution, which then may have
had some grip on Irish realities. (Today
it’s an empty catchphrase used by people
who know nothing of what the theory of
permanent revolution is). In the
foreword to his book ‘Labour in Irish
History’, he wrote:

“In the evolution of civilisation the
Dprogress of the fight for national liberty
of any subject nation must perforce keep
pace with the struggle for liberty of the
most subject class in that nation and...-
the shifting of economic and political
Jorces which accompanies the develop-
ment of the system of capitalist society
leads inevitably to the increasing conser-
vatism of the non-working class
elements and to the revolutionary vigour
and power of the working class.”

The Irish bourgeoisie ‘.. have a thou-
sand economic strings in the shape of in-
vestments binding " them to English
capitalism...Only the Irish working class
remains as the incorruptible inheritors of
the fﬁghl for freedom in Ireland.””

If Irish labour between 1916 and 1923
had adopted this perspective, maintain-
ed its political independence and assum-
ed the leadership of the Irish national
revolution, at the same time fighting for
its own class goals, then history could
have taken a very different turn. To ex-
amine why it didn’t is to explore the
great weakness of Connolly: the inade-
quacy of his understanding of the
organisation needed to fight for socialism
and to fight for socialist hegemony in
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y

He had understood that labour’s real
strength is industrial. But he had lost
sight of, or perhaps never fully grasped,
the fact that the potential social strength
of labour, however militant on
economic issues, would only be real to
the degree that it was i icall

i risings in a number of
areas. But at the eleventh hour the
titular head of the Volunteers called off
the Easter Sunday which

Connolly had written of at the outbreak
of the war. For a week they defended in
arms the 32 County Irish Republic, one

were planned as a cover for the rising.
i ing to

and which they had pro-
claimed on Easter Monday 1916. Before
dered, Dublin was in ruins.

Faced with this
be rounded.up,_believ g that European

prepared, educated and class-
independent; and in turn that this must
be expressed in a political organisation
which knew its own mind and had the
structure and sinews to act as a revolu-
tionary force — a party like Lenin’s par-

ty.

Connolly’s SPI was (whose leaders
were expelled when the party was
reorganised as the Communist Party of
Ireland in '1921) an old-fashioned and
ramshackle affair, over-recoiling from
De Leonite ‘purism’. The com-
promisers, the Lib/Labs, the
sheviks’, were not outside it, looking in
—some of them were its leaders as they
were also of the ITGWU.

After 1916 they set themselves up as a
bureaucracy within the ITGWU and
betrayed socialism by timidly trailing
after the bourgeois leaders who had seiz-
ed control of the national struggle.

This was the flaw in Connolly’s
design. Not seeing it, he felt no inhibi-
tions. Relentlessly he pressed for an arm-
ed rising, outdaring even the nationalist
idealists around Pearse. From his
writings we can understand the attitude
adopted then.

In 1910, in ‘Labour in Irish History’,
Connolly had told the endless story of
the lost chances and the botched risings
that succeeded each other like
monotonous days of mourning and
depression in Irish history. Bitterly he
wrote — and the bitterness attested to
his determination to do better himself if
the chance came. Nor did he believe that
there was such a thing as @ ripe revolu-
tionary situation. Revolutionary action
would make it ripe.

““An epoch to be truly revolutionary
must have a dominating number of men
with the revolutionary spirit — ready to
dare ail and take all risks for the sake of
their ideas... Revolutionaries who shrink
from giving blow for blow until the great
day has arrived and they have every
shoestring in its place and every man has
got his gun and the enemy has kindly
consented to postpone action in order
not to needlessly hurry the revolu-
tionaries nor disarray their plans — such
revolutionaries only exist in two places:
on the comic opera stage and on the
stage of Irish national politics. 22
(November 1915)

The plan finally agreed on was for
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peace was and that, through
their failure to act, Ireland would miss
the chance of an independent voice at
the coming peace conference, the leaders
in Dublin had to make their choice.

Connolly had already indicated what
his choice would be in such a situation in
1914, He had written: “Even an unsuc-
cessful attempt at socialist revolution by
force of arms, following the paralysis of
‘the economic life of militarism [by a
general strike], would be less disastrous
to the socialist cause than the act of
socialists allowing themselves to be used
in the slaughter of their brothers.”’

After Easter
916

n Easter Sunday 1916 their
o:hoice lay between one kind of
defeat or another. Either a
defeat in battle, that might help rouse

the forces for a new struggle. Or defeat
without a fight, which woyld_ bring

an in
its wake as so often before in Irish
history.

Connolly and Pearse decided to fight.
They went out to try and start that fire

they

They died before British Army firing
squads, together with the other leaders
of the Rising, after summary Court Mar-
tial. Connolly, grievously wounded, was
court-martialled in-bed and shot prop-
ped up in a chair.

They did indeed light the fire of revolt
which Connolly had spoken of, but it was
not to be controlled by men of their per-
suasion nor to lead to their goal. The
middle-class leaders of the Irish national
revolution first misled it and then
betrayed it to British imperialism.

And today, the bonds and debentures,
the capitalists and their warlords, still
exist. In Ireland they rule — for
themselves and also for_international
and British capitalism. The Southern
Irish capitalists, wrapped in the Green
trappings of ‘traditional” Nationalism
and perpetually ‘honouring’ — in
hollow, gruesome mockery — the ‘men
of 1916, still oppress the workers of
Ireland with exploitation, poverty,

and forced emigrati
They collude with Britain in the North.

Connolly’s name is that of a national
hero, while his ideas are either suppress-
ed or heavily toned down. As if foresce-
ing it, he himself once said of the great
Irish Jacobin Wolfe Tone: ‘‘Apostles of
freedom are ever idolised when dead but
crucified when living.”

is Sinn Fein
socialist?

he Republican movement was

crushed and pulverised in World

‘War 2, subject to terrible repres-
sion North and South.

It was discredited by its active alliance
with Germany, from which it hoped for
aid and favour against Britain.

1t began to revive in the ’50s, but it
had shrunk into a single-issue crusade
for a united and independent Ireland —
which it proposed to achieve by armed
struggle only. The economic and social
concerns of workers and farmers on
both sides of the Border were held to be
no business of pure Republicanism.

Not to go into the partitionist
Parliaments was a matter of principle,
and so was commitment to the idea that
only physical force, not ‘politics’, would
win the Republic.

ly against customs posts and RUC sta-
tions in the North. The activities were
very small-scale by the standards of the
*70s, but they mobilised a lot of support.
Abstentionist deputies were elected not
only in the North, but also in the South
— something Sinn Fein could not repeat
in the *80s even during the hunger strike.

After the Border Cam-
paign

The Fianna Fail government introduc-
ed internment in the South in 1957 to
deal with the Republicans. By the end of
the *50s the ‘Border Campaign’ had run
out of steam. A formal ceasefire was
declared in 1962.

Many activists dropped out. The re-
mainder analysed their defeat, and

In practice the

s p j
and assumptions reflected right-wing
Catholic Ireland at the height of the cold

war.
It launched a military campaign main-

reached rather like earlier
Republicans of the *20s and *30s and like
Gerry Adams and his colleagues today.

Concentration on the Border and on
the pure military struggle alone would



Martin McGuiness and Gerry Adams leading Republicans

never call forth and organise the forces
to gain a united Ireland. They began to
discuss social policies and socialism, an
to move both to the left and away from
narrow militarism. Timidly they edged
towards a break with the principle of
abstention.

The Republicans did this partly under
the influence of former (or perhaps
undercover) members of the British
Communist Party and its Irish ‘fmm’
the Connolly Association —
Johnstone and Tony Coughlin. The
strong Stalinist coloration in the
‘Workers' Party today dates from this
period.

The Republicans turned to housing
action committees and agitation over
Catholic civil rights in Protestant-ruled
Northern Ireland.

They expelled and purged tradi-
tionalists throughout the country, evolv-
ing a Stalinist regime. Opposition to this
turn often took the form of a reflex
defence of militarism.

The birth of the Provos

In August 1969 anti-Catholic violence
erupted in the Six Counties — partly
triggered by the success of the
Republ.\cans housing and civil rights
agitation in mobilising the Catholics.
The Republican movement was un-
prepared and almost totally disarmed,
incapable of defending the Catholic
ghettoes. Impatient Republicans blamed
this on the turn towards politics, and de-
nounced the Stalinist influence. In
Dfefumber 1969 the Provisional IRA split
off.

They denounced the Official
Republicans as ‘extreme socialists’, seek-
ing to establish a totalitarian dlctalor-

ship, and as Marxist:

1t is pretty firmly estabhshed that the
Provisionals, certainly those in the
North, had encouragement, includirg
money, from elements in the ruling
Fianna Fail party in the South. Until it
made a sharp change of policy in April
1970, the 26 Counties government chan-
nelled money and other support to the
Northern Catholics, and Prime Minister
Jack Lynch said that the 26 Counties ar-
my “would not stand idly by” and let
the Catholics in the North be massacred.

But whatever about that, the Provi-
sional movement soon took on a logic of
its own.

It grew very quickly, essentially as a
militia of the Catholic ghettoes and in-
itially with a purely defensive concept of
its role. In Belfast the Provos numbered
a few dozen at the beginning of 1970,
and over a thousand by early 1971.

They recruited on a pOlle of smele

ition to British i and

socialist
Answer

Then in August 1971, internment
without charge or trial, and exclusively
for Catholics, was introduced. It com-
pleted the alienation of the Catholic
community.

The Provos grew greatly. Many of the
young radicals of 1968-9 joined them.
The social reality of the Six Counties,
the logic and power of the- socialist
Republican ideas of James Connolly,
and the example of revolutions like
those of Cuba and Vietnam, radicalised
the Provo rank and file in the North.
Under the formally right-wing platform
staked out by the Provisional leaders in
1969, militant left wing currents
developed.

The split with the Official
Republicans was not mended. After
mid-l972 the majority of the Officials

to veer towards abandoning
chublxcmlsm Today they are the
Workers” Party, venomously anti-
nationalist, denouncing the Provos as
“fascists’.

And the radicalisation within the Pro-
visionals has remained confined to
segments of a politically unclear move-
ment, still essentially bound together by
commitment to the military struggle
against the British Army in the Six
Counties.

The IRSP

Another Republican faction emerged
from a split in the Officials. At the end
of 1974 Seamus Costello led a split
which became the Irish Republican
Socialist Party. Though he had been one
of the foremost advocates of a ‘political
turn’, Costello opposed and fought the
drift of the Officials to exclusive reliance
on the ballot box and their abandon-
ment of the goal of Irish national

e O a5

especially the British Army, present on
the ‘streets of Northern Ireland since
August 1969.

The British Army’s heavy-handed
policing of Northern Ireland had
brought it more and more into conflict
with the Catholics who had initially
welcomed it. The Army’s role was essen-
tially to keep the balance within the ar-
tificial Six Counties state, which had a
built-in bias in favour of the Pro-
testants. The Catholics were the trouble-
makers. The Army responded with CS
gas against rioting youths.

And so the Provos grew. Somewhere
along the line a decision was taken to go
on to the offensive. The first soldiers
were killed early in 1971, and there was a
spate of bombings.

an

The IRSP set out to create a revolu-
tionary socialist Republican movement
opposing both British imperialism and
Irish capitalism on a day-to-day basis,
both sides of the Border. It said it would
concern itself with the workers’ struggles
in the South much more seriously than
the Provisionals did.

But when Seamus Costello was killed
by the Official IRA in 1977, it was a
fatal blow to the IRSP. It has since
declined and fragmented; its armed
wing, the INLA, has become more
notoriously reckless and anti-Protestant
than the Provos.

The form of ‘socialist Republicanism’
which the IRSP tried to organise is still
strong, however, influencing people on
the fringes of the Provos and inside too.
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The Republicans

The Provos in the '70s

The Provos fell into the doldrums in
late 1973 and early 1974, when a power-
sharing Executive was being set up and
operated in Northern Ireland.

They were pushed very much to the
sidelines during the decisive struggle bet-
ween the Protestants and the British
government in May 1974.

Then the IRA’s first response to the
wreck of Britain’s strategy was a surge
of energetic militarism, which included a
stepped-up campaign in Britain. ‘When
things slowed down, it became clear that
the Republican movement was seriously
disoriented. It must have been pretty
clear to many in the movement that they
had been decisively checkmated by the
Protestant General Strike. The days of
1972, when the Provos were able to get
direct talks with the British government,
were long t. Prospects for any im-
mediate political change in Ireland were

bleak.

For most of 1975 there was an IRA
ceasefire in Northern Ireland. This was
the year in which Britain’s Labour
government set up an elected assembly
to try to work out an agreed constitution
to replace the one that the Protestant
workers wrecked in 1974.

Sinn Fein was allowed to set up ‘inci-
dent centres’, recognised by the British
authorities, through which a con-
siderable amount of contact and col-
laboration took place.

1976, the constitutional
assembly’s Protestant majority reported
its conclusions to the British govern-
ment: that majority (that is, Protestant)
rule be restored immediately. Britain re-
jected this. It decided to make an end to
the search for political solutions, and to
go all-out to stabilise the Six Counties.

This meant making military defeat of
the IRA the central immediate goal. The
IRA was both the direct source of the
Catholic military offensive against the
British Army, and the indirect cause of
the Protestant unrest.

Towards the hunger
strikes

Britain launched a new offensive
against the IRA. As always, it translated
itself into a savage assault on the
Catholic community, a sizeable part of
which gives active or passive support to
the IRA. This assault massively
alienated the Catholic population; the
IRA recruited, reorganised itself on a
tighter cell structure, and fought back.
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In 1976 the Labour government
withdrew, for all paramilitaries con-
victed after April 1976, the ‘special
status’ conceded by the Tories in 1972.
Republican prisoners began the ‘blanket
protest’. They refused to wear prison
clothes. When confined to their cells in
blankets, they refused to ‘slop out’.

Outside, Relatives Action Committees
agitated and built up support. Over five

ears the Catholic mass movement
renewed itself, focusing on the
prisoners.

By the time Bobby Sands was elected
MP, and died on hunger strike — the
first of ten — in 1981, the Catholic mass
movement was on a scale not seen since
1972. There were even stirrings in the
South, for the first time since 1972.

‘When the hunger strike was over, the
Republican leaders had to decide what
to do about the fact that their main gains
had been political gains. The feeble state
of the SDLP made politics — the chance
to become the electorally re i
representative of the Catholic communi-

of their ranks. Scattered over the surface
of Irish society, they lacked organic con-
tact, involvement, or concern, as a
political movement, with the social pro-
blems of either workers or
farmers.

In the North in the *70s it was dif-
ferent. The Catholics of the cities and
towns were the specially oppressed, in
semi-permanent unemployment, sunk in
poverty and often in hopelessness.

In addition, the leaders of the
Republican movement and its activists
saw their own reflection in movements
of the oppressed throughout the world,
just as the Catholics of Derry in the late
*60s saw themsclves as the co
of the Blacks in the USA.

Apart and aside from all questions of
political conviction, a movement like the
Provisionals in conditions like Northern
Ireland’s has an imperious reason to be
radical — it needs to attach as many
people as possible to its nationalist
cause. Social agitation and becoming in-
volved in community politics has the

dati to the Irish-

ty — irresistible to the Provo

After years of wasting and going to
seed in the no-politics wilderness impos-
ed in Northern Ireland by Britain after
1976, the SDLP had been forced by the
feeling in the Catholic community into
reluctant, tepid support for the hunger
strike. It was pushed into the invidious
position of indirectly supporting the
Provisionals, thereby conceding a
tremendous moral advantage to them.

A new approach rose out of the grave
of Bobby Sands MP. ‘An armalite in
one hand, and a ballot paper in the
other’, became the self-definition of the
radical wing of the Republicans, based
in the North. This was the politics that
took over the national organisation at
the Sinn Fein Ard Fheis (conference) of
November 1983.

The contradictions in the
radicalisation of Sinn Fein

The radicalisation was accompanied
by a turn away from any serious notion
of conciliating the Protestant workers.
In 1972 the Provisionals had adopted the
policy of a federal united Ireland which,
in however confused a way, did (as one
Provo leader put it) “extend the hand of

same

separatist physical-force politician in
Belfast as to the parliamentary Liberal
politician in Liverpool — it builds sup-
port, it makes the politician the cham-
pion of the community.

The political faction of the Provi-
sionals initially presented their ideas to
the movement as an essential part of the
social logistics of fighting a prolonged
guerilla war which, they said, might last
for 20 years.

The turn to politics, to social issues,
and to the left, thus is and was com-
promised by two fatal limitations. It re-
mains subordinate and ancillary to the
military campaign, which is still the cen-
tral unifying principle of the Provos.
And it is a turn confined to one com-
munity in Northern Ireland’s divided
working class.

Sinn Fein election candidates will
campaign, for example, for better bus
services — but for better bus services for
Catholic areas.

The left Republican
tradition
The other strand woven into the Pro-

vos’ new approach is the powerful
historical t(adition of left-wing populist

friendship’’ to the Protestant people of
Northern Ireland.

Now federalism was rejected as a sop
to ‘pro-imperialists’, and implicitly
replaced by a perspective of forcing the
British state to force the Protestants into
a united Ireland. Provo leftists con-
tinued to talk about reaching out to the
Protestant workers — but said it would
be possible only after a united Ireland
had been imposed.

There are other contradictions in the
radicalisation of the Provos, contradic-
tions rooted deep in the history of Irish
Republicanism.

One reason why the Republicans in
the *40s and *50s had been so unrelieved-
ly right-wing — in contrast to the 208
and "30s. and earlier — was the thinness

‘We must turn to the men of no pro-
perty, said Wolfe Tone in the 1790s, and
his words were deliberately picked up
and repeated by the socialist Republican
Liam Mellowes writing from Mountjoy
jail in 1922 about the deal that the
southern Irish bourgeoisie had made
with the British Empire to subvert and
overthrow the Irish Republic. Mellowes
was shot by the Free State government in
December 1922.

In the aftermath of the defeat of the
Republicans and the consolidation of
the Free State government, this idea was
taken up by George Gilmore and Paedar
O’Donnell. Their politics was a genuine
populism — radicalism basing itself on
‘the people’ in general rather than the



working class in parti

icular.
This native strand of left

physical force on principle and absten-
tion from parlmmenluy polmm have re-
mained

mg

towards workmg-class politics, met up
with the Stalinists in the 1930s, and had
all its nationalist limits reinforced and
strengthened. The notion of the two-
stage revolution — first wmplete the
“‘bourgeois rcvohllmn, and only then
fight for socialism — was translated into
“Irish’ as the idea that national in-
dependence had to be oompleted’ asa
first stage towards sociali

“First win the broad oommon demand
for the independent national Republic
— and then go for the Workers’
Republic’ was the slogan of the majonty
of the left-wing

against being dlsv.racted !he way to en-
sure that social questions cut channels to
the national question and do not
displace it.

Traditional Republicans are intran-
sigent revolutionaries. Their revolu-
tionism consists in a stark rejection of
existing political and state structures,
and the pursuit of other, ideal, alter-
native structures.

The goal is ‘The Republic’ — a slogan
which represents a mystical future state
of ideal freedom, harmony and pro-
sperity enurely beyand the modest raal

which included the Stalinists, in 1934

These ideas gained mﬂuence in the
1970s because they seemed to offer a
reconciliation of socialist and radical
goals with an immediate focus on the na-
tionalist war in the Six Counties —
begun by the Provisionals in their right-
wing phase.

Abandoning
abstentionism

In November 1986 the men who
founded the Provisionals in 1969-70,
Rory O’Brady and David O’Connell,
broke away to form a new

united Ireland The ideal future
Repllbllc represents the ideal will of the
e; all existing institutions are the

work of traitors and foreign influences.
Physical force i is the only practical action
that is as decisive for the
work of  substituting tlle desired ideal for

exists now.

Thus the fetishes of physical force on

The Republicans

mil-‘““"

geialis‘

Are the Provos
socialist?

It is indisputable that many, or even
most, of the members of the Republican
movement want it to be a left-wing and
socialist movement, based upon and
championing the working class and
working farmer:

Sinn Fein deﬁnes itself as based on the
1916 declaration of the Irish Republic
and on the 1919 ‘Democratic

principle and
and reinforce each other to sustain a sort
of revolutionary pol
But it is not saaally revolutionary.
that is why so many Republican
groups which moved away fmm absten-
tionism have also moved away from any

Republican Sinn Fein.

They walked out when Sinn Fein
voted by the necessary two-thirds ma-
jority to end its 64-year-old policy of
refusing to take any seats in the Dublin
parliament. Sinn Fein had decided three
Eﬂég earlier to take seats if elected to lhe

sort of y politics.

A Marxist working-class o1 organisation
can use tactics and techniques in a varied
way, working in a bourgeois parliament
and trade unions or through armed
street-fighting, and remain all the while
true to itself. But once the tactical
fetishes that separated those ex-

but
boycott Westminster and will boycon
any further Belfast parliament.

O’Brady and O’Connell had also
fought against the change of line on
federalism. Only 30-odd of the 160
delegates who voted against the change
of policy on taking seats in Dublin walk-
ed out with them, and Republican Sinn
Fein remains a small group. Nevertheless
the split was significant.

Republican history has a recurrent
pattern of groupings which move away
from commitment to physical force on
principle towards politics — and become
more or less radical bourgeois
parliamentary parties.

Such was the ongm of Fine Gael,
which is the descendant of the party
founded by the who set

groups from the existing
bourgeois and petty-bourgeois order
were cleared away, there was notl
solid to maintain their revolutionary
stance.

A physical-f

prmclple lnsh Repubhmmsm has many
things panish

in common with anar-
chism. Its repeated fate in rdanon to
government is similar to that of the anar-
chists who ‘denied” politics and the state
for decades, and then during the Spanish
Civil War joined the Popular Front
government of the R:pnbhc (whxch
repressed rank and file anar
The anarchists dcmed lhe state, but
the state is necessary. It cannot be
at this stage of social develop-

up the Free State in the 1920s. Such was
the origin of Fianna Fail, set up by
Republicans who entered Dublin
parliamentary politics in the 1930s; of
Clann na Poblachta, a venture into
parliamentary politics by left
Republicans in the 1940s which quickly
collapsed; and of the Workers’ Party,
which was the Official Republican
movement.

‘Why has there been this pam:m"

ment. It must be either the bourgeois
state or the workers’ state.

The §p Civil War convinced
some of the anarchist leaders that the
state was . But then they could
only relate to it by betraymg themselves.

.Having no programme capable of deal-

ing with reality, they accepted the ex-

isting state and became its prisoners.
That is why the Provos® shift towards

g:xs'umpanon in parhamcmary pol.mc;

of the Irish parliament,

Bo(h those documents had a certain
radical édge to them in their own time.
The 1919 document was drafted by the
Irish labour leaders, and adopted by
Dail Eireann in return for the labour
movement subordinating itself to the
nationalists during the struggle with
Britain for independence.

But they are not documents of social
radicalism today. They do no more than
talk vaguely about the state having social
responsibilities, treating ‘the children of
the nation’ equally, and so on. Before
the Welfare State that was radical, but
today even many Tories would at least
pay lip-service to such principles.

The Provos remain a loose populist
party which cannot in its prﬁmt form
function as a scnous force for
in Ireland. Indeed, because of its
attitude to the Protestant workers in
Northern Ireland, it is bound, despite
good mumlons. to work against
working-class

It remains the mili leadershlp and
militia of the oppressed Catholics, and
for that reason deserves the support of
Britis] against the British state
in Northern Ireland. But there should be
no illusions about its socialist
pretensions.

The Provos and the
Protestants

The populism of the Provos is
expressed in the vagueness of their ideas
of socialism, but also, and crucially, in
!lllclr attitude to the Protestant working
class

Since the Protestants include the bxg
majority of the workis
Northern Ireland, an attitude m tll:

Because th
single-issue movemem Onto the stem of
that single issue, radical social politics
have been grafted at different times over
the decades; but the twin axioms of

may destabilise it funher For the pre-
sent their commitment to physical force
on principle remains strong, and the
traditionalist breakaway small.

also u'npllcs an attitude to
lhe working class, and has decisive
implications for the identification and
definition of the force that will bring
socialism. Whatever the Provos mean by
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