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BRITAIN
IS TO BLAME
This issueofIrish
Freedom is devoted
mainly to the ‘Peace
process’. Everybody wants
peace in NorthernIreland,
mostofall the nationalist
people. But the ‘peace’
currently under discussion
meansthe IRA laying
downits arms while
Britain continuesits
colonial occupation.

"Oneof the most alarming
aspects of the peace
processis the way that
‘IRA violence’ is accepted
as the cause of the
conflict. If the IRA
stopped thekilling, the
argumentgoes,
everything would be
alright and Ireland would
be back to normal. But
this account turnsreality

| on its head. Before the
British invasion in 1969
there was no IRA.It was
created after the British
Army‘“arrived, to defend
the nationalist community
andfight for Irish
freedom. The removal of
the IRA would simply

leave the nationalist
people without their
protective shield, allowing
the British and their
Loyalist allies to run riot
in areas they once feared
to enter.

IRA violence is not the
cause of the problem.
It is Britain’s colonial
occupation which causes
the violence. There will be
no peace in Ireland until
the source of the divisions
and conflict is removed
through a complete
British withdrawal. Any
settlement which removes
the IRA butleaves
partition and British
domination intact can
only make matters worse
for nationalists
in Northern Ireland. And
any settlement which
leaves the fundamental
conflict between the
British state and theIrish
people unresolved will be
a recipe for future
oppression, instability and
strife, both in Britain and
Ireland.

We welcome critical comments and would be especially interested to hear our
readers’ viewson Britain’s ‘peace’ initiative. Please send your commentsto
Irish Freedom, BM IFM, London WC1N 3Xx.

Irish Freedom is edited by Fiona Foster and Mark Reilly. It is written by supporters
of the Irish Freedom Movement andis open to anyone interested in advancing
solidarity workin Britain.
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BRITAIN’S DIFFICULTY...|“gailie.|With each passing weekit becomes

more obvious thatBritain is within reach
of an historic victory in the Irish war.
British politicians and commentators

openly acknowledge that they now havethe republican
movement in a position they could only have dreamed
of 10 years ago. Yet the establishment seems
disturbed by its impendingvictory onthefield of battle.
Thereis little of the triumphalism you would expect
from a defeat over Britain's most hated enemy.Instead,
Major and his men seem uncertain, now inching
forward, now stepping back. Why the trepidation?

For some time now,the British government has
been luring the republican movement with talk of
peace. In November 1992, Northern Ireland secretary
Patrick Mayhew madea speechin Belfasttelling
republicans that they would get a place at the
negotiating table in return for dumping arms. He even
acknowledgedthelegitimacyof the Irish nationalist
tradition. In November 1993, Gerry Adams revealed
that Sinn Fein and the British government had beenin
contact since then. So how dotheseovertures square
with the hard line being taken by the government?

There are two things going onthatare pulling the
British in opposite directions. Oneis the prospect of
Majorclaiming victory in Britain’s longest war. The
otheris the dimmer prospect of what happensnext.Avictory in Ireland would be a great boostfor the
government. In the corridors of Whitehall, civil servants
and ministers will be thinking of the glory days of
1982, when Thatcher defeated the Argentinians and
securedherrule with the Falklands factor. With the
credibility of the governmentat an all time low, a repeat
(and better) in Ireland must seem too good a chance
to pass over.

And yetat times that is what they seem to be doing.
The problemfor Britain is that the whole peace
processkeepsslipping outoftheir control. With all the
talk of peace, everybodyis expecting something to
happen.The peace process has acquired a dynamic of
its own which theBritish find difficult to control.

This is a profoundly disturbing experiencefor
Britain. Making behind-the-scenes overtures to Sinn
Feinis fine, just the sort of skullduggery for which the
British are well equipped. But whenpeople start
expecting that great constitutional matters will soon be
up for discussion, then something like panic setsin.

The question nowfacing Britain is, what will go on
at those negotiations which they have done so much
to bring about? Or even worse, what will the public
think is going on there? Given the expectations that
have been aroused, it will be difficult to scotch the idea
that somekindof constitutional revision is taking
place.

Evenif Britain can set an agenda where theparties
discuss little more than whowill emptythe bins,
problems remain. If Majoris to live up to the
expectations being arousedbythe talks, then he must
pretend that great matters of state are being resolved.
Butif he does this,it will be difficult to avoid the

chargethatheis discussing the future and shape of
Her Majesty's realm with a bunch of ‘micks’.

Whenthe negotiations do take place,it will be
difficult for Major to make even the smallest, most
superficial concessions. Any suggestion that the
governmentof the day is compromising the integrity
andunity of the state would cause chaosin the
establishment. Even talking to ‘terrorists’ who have
surrenderedis problematic. While the weakness of
the British establishment may prompt Major to gofor
a propagandavictory in accepting an IRA surrender,
the same weaknesswill make the most meagre
concession a causeof discord and instability.

The conflicting pressures on the British
governmentexplain the different signals. One day
Major dismisses Hume/Adamsout of hand. The next
day he praises Humefor his courageand tells him to
keep up the good work. One dayhethreatens to
tighten the broadcasting restrictions on SinnFeinstill
further, the next, he tells Sinn Fein that there will be a
place at the negotiating table in return for an end to
violence.

Ultimately Major will have to choose. The dynamic
of the ‘peace’ processwill probably take him to the
conference table. Evenif the British government
managesto pull off a coup and emerges from the
negotiations with its authority enhanced, what then?
Nothing can ever be the sameagainin the relations
betweenthe two nationsof theseislands. The
arrangements which have workedwell and kept the
Union stable for 70 years, even through the turmoil of
the last 25 years of war, will be gone. The Southis
ditching its last attachments to the nationalist legacy
with the proposed abandonmentofArticles 2 and 3 of
the Constitution. Republicanism will appear very
different to whatit has been forthe last quarter
century. This means twothings.First that there will no
longer be any familiar channels through which the
angeratIreland's national oppressionwill flow.
Secondthat new constitutional arrangements
betweenBritain and Ireland will be necessary.
The British establishment knows from experience that
such changesbring nothingbut trouble. Since the fall

eof the Berlin Wall, and the collapse of the stable
institutions associated with the East/West divide, the
Westhasseenits old political legitimacy ripped to
shreds. Nowa similar process threatens to take place
within the United Kingdom itself, with the added
dangerthat unlike in the Cold War, thereis a real
enemyin Ireland.

Whateverelse it may bring, the peace process
will not bring peace. There is no escapingthe fact that
weface a defeat forthe liberation movement. But even
in victory Britain will havelittle to rejoice about. The
end ofthe poltical framework through which Britain
has contained Ireland since partition means that any
peace imposedby Britain will not last long. The future
will not be peace, but a new and more dangerous
round ofconflict and turmoil.
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Ireland unfree

The peace initiative
launched by Sinn Fein
leader Gerry Adams and
SDLPleader John Hume
has fuelled speculation that
an end maybein sight to
Britain’s longest war. But,
Michael Fitzpatrick asks,
can such a dealbring
peace?
Details of the Hume/Adams initiative have
yet to be madepublic. To discover exactly
what is happening we need to look more
closely at the statements madeby Sinn Fein
leaders in recent weeks.It is first important
to note that all the movement is coming
from the republican side: Sinn Fein leaders
have madeclearthat they are now prepared
to accept an arrangement thatfalls far short
of an end to partition and an immediate
British withdrawal.

The clearest indication of the new prag-
matism of the republican leadership is its
fudging of the issue of nationalself deter-
mination. ‘We would like to see a 32 county
republic in Ireland’ says McGuinness, ‘but
what we’re trying to bring aboutis a situa-
tion where all the people of Ireland get
a right to national self-determination’
(Guardian, 18/19 September). Adams has
expanded on this cryptic formulation:
“Whatever agreement we comeup with has
to be an agreement that Unionists, like the
rest of us, can give their allegiance to. They
have to be part of it and have to feel that
it accommodates them’ (Independent on
Sunday, 3 October). In a speech at Cook-
stownonthe 25th anniversary of the launch
of the civil rights movement, McGuinness
returned to the theme of what he called
‘national reconciliation’ between the
Unionists andtherest of the Irish people, in
terms echoing the Hume/Adams statement:
‘any new agreement mustrespect the diver-
sity of our different traditions and must
earn their allegiance and agreement’
(AP/RN, 30 September).

The contrast between these statements
on national rights and Adams’ response to
Humein their last roundof talks in 1988 is
striking.

‘Whena peopleare divided in political

allegiance, the democratic principle is that
majority rights should prevail; the more so
when such fundamentals as national rights
are in question...

‘The exercise of the right to national
self-determination in practice involves,pri-
marily, the acceptance of Irish national
rights by the British government’(/rish
Times, 13 September 1988)

It appears that over the past five years the
confusions of the SDLP have beenassimi-
lated by Sinn Fein.

Adams’ 1988 response states with
exemplary clarity the basic issue of the
Irish conflict: the denial of national rights
of the majority of the Irish people by
Britain. There can be noflexibility on such
a fundamental issue: Ireland can either be
independent or ruled by Britain. Conces-
sions to Unionist ‘difference’ mean in prac-
tice abandoningthe national rights of the
majority. It is important to emphasise that
the Loyalists neither have nor claim any
‘national’ rights. Their ‘loyalty’ is to
Britain and to its suppression of the
national rights of the majority of the Irish
people. When republicans declare their
respect for the political allegiances of the
Unionists, they effectively give up their
ownstruggle for national liberation.

Eire Nua

Thereis also a striking contrast between the
conciliatory line towards Loyalism advo-
cated by Adams and McGuinness today
and that taken by them in their earlier fac-
tional struggle for power within the repub-
lican movement. Eire Nua, the programme
adopted by the Provisional republican
movement in 1972 shortly after the 1970
split from the Officials, proposed a federal
structure for the ‘new Ireland’ which would
emerge after British withdrawal. The key
feature of this scheme, which the Provi-
sionals had inherited from the Stalinist
mentors of the Officials, was its attempt to
appease the Loyalists by offering them a
degree of autonomy within the ancient
province of Ulster. In the late 1970s and
early 1980s the federal policy of Eire Nua
became, a central bone of contention
between the rising Northern-based faction
including Adams, McGuinness, Danny
Morrison and Joe Austin, and the old-guard

Southern leadership of David O’Connell
(Daithi O’Connaill) and Rory O’Brady
(Ruari O’Bradaigh).

The Northern faction, with direct and
bitter experience of the savagery of Loyal-
ist sectarianism, argued that reconciliation
could only be achieved within a united
independentIreland, but, given the British
role in promoting Loyalism, not before a
British withdrawal. This position prevailed
by a simple majority in 1981 and by the
requisite two thirds majority in 1982.
Adams became Sinn Fein president in
1983. A decadelater the Sinn Fein leader-
ship has moved towards adoptinga position
close to that not only of its long-standing
critics in the SDLP, but also to that of its
former rivals in the republican movement.

‘IRA violence’

The currentrepublican initiative is the out-
comeof the strategy outlined in the docu-
ment Towardsalasting peace endorsed by
the Sinn Fein Ard Fheis (conference) in
1992. This document advanced a four point
plan aiming to secure agreement between
London and Dublin to end partition; to
establish an ‘inclusive dialogue’ amongall
relevant forces to end the conflict; to win
the assistance ofthe ‘international commu-
nity’; and to achieve the ‘complete demili-
tarisation’ of Northern Ireland. In current
discussions this agenda seemsto have been
reduced to the mechanics of a trade-off
between an IRA ceasefire and a place for
Sinn Fein at somesort of conference table.

The very terms of the ‘peace process’
discussion reflect a significant propaganda
victory for Britain. The whole debate
implicitly accepts that ‘IRA violence’ is the
central problem and the major obstacle to
progress in Ireland. In reality, the armed
struggle conducted by the republican
movement over the past two decades only
emerged in response to British military
occupation. Military resistance has been
the only meansavailable of defending the
nationalist population in Northern Ireland
against the brutally coercive character of
British rule. The continuing domination of
Britain over Ireland, mediated through the
partition of the country and the division of
its people remains the barrier to peace and
progress. For as long as this oppressive
framework remains intact, no amount of

{RELAND UNFREE
SHALL NEVER
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Ireland unfree
talking and diplomacy will move Ireland a
step closer towards peace.

What would be the consequences of
a cessation of the armed struggle while par-
tition and the British military occupation
continued? First, Catholics would remain
secondclasscitizens in a sectarian statelet.
Evenofficial quangoslike the Fair Employ-
ment Commission confirm that job discrim-
ination remains as pervasive as it was when
the civil rights movementfirst took up the
issue in the 1960s. Catholic men are more
than twice as likely to be unemployed as
Protestants; in someareas theratio is 1:3
(Guardian, 26 June).

Second, in the absence of the IRA,
sectarian terror is likely to intensify. The
12 month ceasefire in 1975 led to a major
upsurge in random Loyalist assassinations
of Catholics. In his own account of this
period Gerry Adamsnoted howthe British
‘used bilateral truces with the IRA to gain
the upper hand, to cause confusion in
republican ranks and to introduce new

idle threat. Within three weeks 13 Catholics
hadbeen slaughtered by Loyalist gangs.

Before the 1975 ceasefire one republican
expressed his scepticism about the pro-
posed terms: ‘Suppose wegetthe release of
all detainees, an amnesty and the with-
drawal of troops to barracks, weare still
back where we started in 1969’ (Sunday
Times, 19 January 1975). The tragedy of the
terms apparently on offer this time is that
the republican movementis offering not
merely a ceasfire but ’a cessation’ of the
armed struggle on terms which will leave
the nationalist people in Northern Ireland
back wherethey started in 1969, but with-
out even securing the release ofall the pris-
oners or the withdrawal of troops to
barracks.
A recurrent theme in statements by

republican leaders is that, as McGuinness
puts it, the British government should
‘learn from South Africa andIsrael’. Major
should ‘be radical’ and negotiate a historic
settlement with Adams and Sinn Fein just

Above and previous page: The funeralof IRA volunteer Thomas Begley

strategies’, though they never had any‘seri-
ous intention of considering or conceding
the republican demands’ (The politics of
Irish freedom, p101). Noting the resulting
demoralisation, Adams conceded that the
British ‘probably came nearer at that time
to defeating the republican struggle than at
any time during the last 14 years’
(An Phoblacht/Republican News, 21 July
1983).
The trend towards more sectarian vio-

lence is already clear before any deal has
emerged. In September the IRA observed a
de-facto one week cessation of military
activity in Belfast while an Irish-American
delegation promoting the peace process
wasin town. In seven days four Catholics
were murdered by Loyalist gangs. The
immediate response of the Ulster Freedom
Fighters to the Hume/Adams announce-
ment was a declaration that violence
against the nationalist community ‘would
intensify’ (Guardian 8 October). It was no
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as De Klerk has done with Mandelaand the
ANCand Rabin has with Arafat and the
PLO.The republican movement’s endorse-
mentofthese deals as an appropriate model
for Ireland is both revealing and alarming.

There are obviously major differences
among these three conflicts. Yet the key
external influence on all three is the new
international balance of forces resulting
from the collapse of the Soviet Union and
the associated demise of socialist and
national liberation movements around the
world. In the new world order the Western
powers have gained a new confidence
about interfering in the affairs of other
countries and liberation struggles are
everywhere in retreat.

In this bleak climate the leaders of the
ANC and the PLO have been forced to
abandon military resistance, scale down
their objectives and make humiliating com-
promises with their former enemies. In
South Africa, the ANChasputoff the goal

of black majority rule towards the end of
the century, at the earliest, while agreeing
to participate in a new government frame-
work that maintains white rule for the
forseeablefuture. In Palestine, the PLO has
been allowedto raise its flag over a large
refugee camp (the Gaza strip) and one
small town (Jericho). Meanwhile the degra-
dation and the slaughter that are insepara-
ble from imperialist domination continue,
at present on a more gruesome scale in
South Africa. The clear lesson for Ireland
from South Africa and Palestine is that
there can be no peace without freedom.

Some pundits have argued that the cru-
cial distinction undermining the prospects
of peace in Ireland is that Adams is no
MandelaorArafat. In fact, as their mutual
rapport suggests, there is much common
ground amongthese three nationalist lead-
ers. The key distinction is better expressed
by stating that Major is no De Klerk or
Rabin. The most important difference
between South Africa and Palestine on the
one handand Ireland on the other concerns
the position of the dominant state power.
Though both the ANC and the PLO had
reached a military stalemate and had lost
cohesion anddirection, they faced govern-
ing powers which were also in a weak
position.

Leaves onthe line

The combination of the world slump and
internal instability have devastated the
South African economy, making somesort
of deal imperative for the regime, despite
the risks involved. The events following the
end of the Cold War and the Gulf War
confirmed Israel’s declining importance as
the West’s major Middle Eastern proxy,
exacerbating its already serious domestic
economic and social problems. Rabin too
was pushed into making concessions to
the PLO.

The British government, by contrast,
though it is in considerable difficulties, is
unfortunately under less pressure in rela-
tion to Ireland than at any time in the past
25 years. Recent IRA bombings in Britain
appearso far removed from anyrationale in
relation to events in Ireland and so appar-
ently random and often purposeless in their
selection of targets, that they now provoke
little public interest or response. Even the
two massive explosionsin the City of Lon-
don (Baltic Exchange, October 1992 and
Bishopsgate, July 1993) though they
caused major disruption and enormous
insurance claims, made little political
impact. The deaths of two boysas a result
of an IRA bomb in Warrington in March
1993 provoked a muchbigger response in
Ireland than it did in Britain. For British
public opinion the occasional bombing in
Britain has become,like the year after year
toll of death and destruction in Northern
Ireland, ‘an acceptable level of violence’.



Londoners have cometo regard IRA bombs
as just yet another nuisance oflife in the
capital, like leaves on the line or holes in
the road.

The effective collapse of radical and
labour movementopposition to the govern-
ment gives it much greater room to
manoeuvrein relation to Irelandasin rela-
tion to other issues. Thus events and expo-
sures that might in the past have put the
governmenton the defensive nowcauselit-
tle embarrassment. Last year’s shocking
revelations of close contacts between the
British security forces and Loyalist para-
militaries raised scarcely a ripple. Last
week’s outrageous court decision to drop
all charges against the police who framed
the Guildford Four provoked only a univer-
sal shrugging of the shoulders.

Nowthat separatist conflicts are break-
ing out all over Europe, Britain is less
embarrassed by its own squalid war, andits
long record of sectarian strife, ethnic
cleansing and terror. Indeed the British
authorities have used the eruption of
national and ethnic conflicts in Eastern
Europe and elsewhereto bolster their own
spurious claim to be playing a civilising
role amongthe ‘warringtribes’ of Northern
Ireland.

It is thus not surprising that the British
governmentis not rushingto respondto the
Hume/Adams initiative. Major and his
advisors have been quite happy over recent
monthsto sit back and let the republicans
make the running: as we have seen their
intransigence has been rewarded by sub-
stantial shifts in the Sinn Fein approach.
Major has also to consider his declining
parliamentary majority and to remember
his little deal with the Ulster Unionists to
get his Maastricht Bill through the House of
Commonsin June in face of a substantial
Tory back bench revolt. In his firm Tory
party conference speech rejection of the
Hume/Adamsapproach last week, Major
repaid someofthis debt.

Novictory for Britain

While Major may elect to let the current
processdrag on, the possibility remains that
he might be attracted by the prospect of
posturing as the British prime minister who
negotiated the end of Britain’s longest war.
While the spectre of Gerry Adams shaking
hands with Ian Paisley across the Downing
Street lawn while Major looks on seems
unlikely, so, not so long ago, did the Rabin-
Arafat and the De Klerk-Mandelaassigna-
tions. Given the current unpopularity and
lack of coherence of Major’s government,
some suchstunt as part of a ceasefire and
negotiations package might appeal to the
Major team. Influential figures—former
Tory prime minister Edward Heath, former
Northern Ireland minister Michael Mates,
Official Unionist MP and Orange Order
chief Martin Smyth, Dublin leaders Albert

Reynolds and Dick Spring, even the Loyal-
ist paramilitary Ulster Defence Associa-
tion—have already indicated their support
for some such settlement. The fact that
Democratic Unionist boss Ian Paisley con-
tinues to trumpet opposition could be con-
sidered to add legitimacy to the whole
process.

However, though any British-imposed
solution would amount to a defeat for the
nationalist movement, it would not neces-
sarily be a victory for Britain. Because, as
we have argued, any such deal would not
bring peace andstability to Ireland, the Six
Counties would remain a source of conflict
within the ‘United Kingdom’. Asaresult of
the unique constitutional arrangement
through which the Six Counties are incor-
poratedinto the British state, the instability
there directly affects Britain itself. While
any cessation of the conflict within the
existing framework could only be short-
lived, even token concessions bythe British
government to Irish national aspirations
could compound the crisis of legitimacy
that already grips the British establishment.

Tactical retreat

It is understandable that, after more than 20
years of a bitter war that has scarcely left a
single family untouched, the nationalist
people should be weary and desparate for
anysort of settlement. The republican lead-
ership may consider that it has no alterna-
tive but to talk terms with Britain. The IRA
has displayed a remarkable resourcefulness
andresilience in carrying out military resis-
tance against Britain on a numberof fronts
using a wide range of tactics and tech-
niques. It has maintained a much more
effective guerrilla organisation than either
the ANC or the PLO, with less resources
and international support. Yet, faced with
the overwhelming strength of the British
state the IRA has been forced to concede
that it cannot, given the current wider bal-
ance of forces, expect to drive the British
outof Ireland by military meansalone.

There is nothing wrong with negotiating
a compromise with superior forces—so
long as this is presented as what it is, a
compromise, which given the unresolved
conflict &f stake, can only be unsatisfactory,
provisional and temporary. But when such
a deal is presented as marking an advance
towards justice and peace, the result can
only be confusion and demoralisation.
Nobody expects the IRA to fightto the last
man; when confronted with overwhelming
oddsatactical retreat is often expedient.
Buta tactical retreat should not be repre-
sented as a strategic breakthrough. After
nearly a quarter of a century of suffering
the Irish people have a right to hear the
truth from those who claim to represent
them.

As we approach what appearsto be the
endof the current phaseofthe long-running

Anglo-Irish conflict it is worth recalling
a famousstatement made at the opening of
the presentcycle,after the onsetof the First
World War, but before the Easter Rising.
Padraig Pearse, then a memberofthe clan-
destine Irish Republican Brotherhood and
shortly to be executed for his leadingrole in
the 1916 Rising, gave the panegyric at the
funeral of the old Fenian Jeremiah
O’Donovan Rossa. O’Donovan Rossa had
played a prominent role in the national
struggles of the nineteenth century, gaining
an international reputation for his heroic
resistance to the British authorities during
prolongedspells of imprisonment. After his
death in America his body was brought
backto Irelandfor burial in a ceremonythat
became a mass demonstration of the grow-
ing nationalist consciousnessthat waslater
manifested in the Rising and the subse-
quent War of Independence.

This is how Pearse concluded his
oration:

‘Life springs from death; and from the
graves of patriot men and women spring
living nations. The Defenders of the Realm
think they have pacified Ireland...but the
fools, the fools, the fools.

‘They haveleft us our Fenian dead and
while Ireland holds these graves, Ireland
unfree shall never be at peace.’

This passage well expresses Pearse’s well-
known conception of national redemption
through blood sacrifice, a feature of the
ambivalent legacy of Catholicism to Irish
Republicanism. Butit expresses too a sense
of the suffering of the Irish people and a
recognition that national freedom was the
precondition for bringing this suffering to
an end.

Remember the living
Some 80 years of struggle later Ireland
holds a great many more graves. It is
estimated that less than 500 people died in
1916, perhaps 1400 in the War of Indepen-
dence and 600 more in the Civil War that
followed partition in the Twenty Six coun-
ties; some 3000 more have died in the
resurgence of the Troubles since 1969.
What springs from all these graves?
Evidently nothing but a ‘peace process’
that cannotbringeither peace orthe goal of
national freedom for which so many gave
their lives.

It is appropriate on occasion to remem-
ber those who have died, and, more impor-
tantly, what they died for. But in the end it
is not the legacy of dead generations that
drives the liberation struggle forward.
Britain’s folly is not that it has left Ireland
its Fenian dead, but that it thinks it can
pacify Ireland without offering any future
to its younger generation. Whatever the
outcome ofthe ‘peace’ talks, the liberation
of Ireland’s future must now start anew.
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Ireland unfree

The British governmentis not about to
pull out of Ireland. Norwill it ever
do so voluntarily, argues Alex Farrell,

‘The British government’, said Gerry
Adamsin October, ‘is part of the problem,
and it has to be part of the solution.’ Can
any British solution deliver real peace and
real freedom to the Irish people? And how
solid is the British state’s determination to
hold onto Ireland?

When matters oflife and death are at
stake, the results of negotiations are not
determined by the integrity or the intelli-
gence of the negotiators. Whatis decisive is
the real balance of forces between the two
parties in the conflict. So, who is on top?
The British establishment or the Northern
nationalists? What pressure is there on
Britain to make concessions, or even to get
out completely?

The relationship between Britain and
Ireland is unique. Ireland is far from being
just another British colony. Unlike any
other it has been incorporated directly into
the British state itself. The British ruling
class claims its home territory to be the
‘United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland’. As a result, what is at
stake in the Irish conflict is the very sur-
vival of the state—its credibility and
authority, its capacity to rule. That is why
the Irish question has been andstill is so
dangerousfor the powers-that-be.

Then and now

This is not some fine abstract theory. The
last time Ireland dominated British poli-
tics—in the 1910s and 1920s—the British
state came closer to collapse than at any
other time this century. There was an open
split in the ruling class. An illegal armed
militia—the Ulster Volunteer Force—was
raised in public defianceof the British par-
liament to fight the Liberal government’s
plans to introduce limited Home Rule in
Ireland. The UVF turnedout to have major-
ity support inside the British ruling elite.
Tory Party leader Andrew Bonar Law
threatenedcivil war, bluntly declaring that
‘there are things stronger than parliamen-
tary majorities’. No idle threat. He had the
backing of Britain’s military leaders. The
British army stationed at the Curragh
mutinied, refusing a command to disarm
the UVF.

Whentheintegrity of its own state is at
issue, the British establishment drops the
parliamentary facade and fights for keeps.
Militant Unionism was not based on the
rantings of rabble-rousing Orange clergy-
men. It was built into the modern British
political system at its birth and into its
twentieth-century standard bearer—the
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Conservative & Unionist Party. Fittingly,
the first prime ministerafter the collapse of
the Liberal Party was the Tory, Andrew
Bonar Law.

Fair enough, it could be argued—but
that was then and this is now. In fact the
prospect of defeat on the Irish question
would have an even more cataclysmic
effect on the stability of the British state
today. In Bonar Law’s day, British imperi-
alism had only just beganits slow descent
to the bottom of the Premier League of
imperialist powers, andlittle did its leaders
know it. Their Empire was at its largest
extent and their military power awesome.
Today Britain is in the relegation zone, in
a profound economic slump, caught in
mid-ocean between a German-dominated
Europe anda disinterested USA, dependent
on a world market dominated by stronger
rivals, running a £50 billion a year deficit
and struggling to maintain its undeserved
status as a world power. The only thing
the establishment has going for it is the
absence of any serious domestic political
opposition.

The emperor's clothes

Though Britain is in a strong position in
relation to Ireland, it is nevertheless
afflicted with a deep-seated malaise that
arises out of its wider crisis of legitimacy.
Far from making it more open to compro-
mise, this weakness makesit more danger-
ous and more desperate to uphold its
authority. The less certain its capacity to
govern, the more crucial it is to maintain
the appearance of absolute control. The
Irish have had the temerity to point out by
their actions that the writ of the British state
does not even apply on its claimed home
ground. This the British state can never
publicly acknowledge.

To walk out of Ireland would be to
announce its own impotence. The emperor
would have confessed to being naked and
defenceless. Britain’s foreign rivals would
take it as a green light to feast on rich
British pickings abroad, confident that a
nation state unable even to hold onto its
own territory could hardly defend its
pitches outside. Domestically the key myth
of British invincibility would be smashed,
and the consentof society to be ruled by a
parasitic minority would disintegrate. Such
a development would split the British
establishmentand leadto civil war.
This is the scale of the danger thatIrish

national self-determination poses for the
British ruling class. Does this mean that

AMATTER
Britain will never get out of Ireland? No.
Have25years of hard struggle been a waste
of time? No. They have proved what can be
done by working class people whoreject
the rightofthe state to rule them.But north-
ern nationalists cannot force Britain out of
Ireland on their own. Without a mass work-
ing class anti-imperialist movement in the
Twenty-Six Counties and in Britain itself,
the British state—mindful of what is at
stake—cannotbe put in sufficient fear for
its survival to cut and run.

Substantiating the hopes for peace riding
on the Hume/Adams proposals, many
people believe and argue that Britain is
under tremendous pressure to get out of
Ireland. In fact Britain is under less pres-
sure than at any time since the mid to late
‘seventies, the republican movement’s
lowest ebb after the disastrous 1975 IRA
ceasefire and the introduction of the crimi-
nalisation strategy in 1976.

@ The dominant trend internationally is
not imperialist concessions to national
liberation movements but the exact
opposite. Since the end of the Cold War
nationalist leaders have, one after the other
been pressed into talks and made conces-
sion after concession. The South African
and PLO/Israel peace deals are not
victories but defeats-in-process. In South
Africa, black majority rule has already been
postponed with ANC agreementuntil after
the millenium. In the Middle East the PLO
has recognised the state of Israel in
exchange for the right to raise their
flag over the Gaza strip and Jericho—a
mini-state which can only be entirely
dependent onIsrael.

In the West the anti-imperialist tradition
has never been weaker. Liberals and left-
wingers have queued up to lead demands
for imperialist intervention overseas,in the
Gulf, in Yugoslavia and in Somalia, lending
Western efforts to impose their New World
Order a spurious democratic and humani-
tarian justification. No pressure there on the
British government.

@ Don’t most British people want Britain
to get outofIreland,as reflected in opinion
poll results over many years? The dominant
sentimentin Britain is apathy. When asked,
people want out because they could not
care less about what happens in the North,
accept the propaganda presenting it as an
irrational tribal conflict, and don’t see why
‘our boys’ should get killed stopping ‘mad
Paddies’ killing each other. The samesenti-
ment supports the measures that the gov-aTT



OF LIFE AND DEATH

British powerin Ireland comesoutofthe barrel of a gun
F

ernment takes, so long as they are justified
as anti-terrorist. Hence there is no signifi-
cant oppositionto the criminalisation of the
whole Irish communityin Britain. Far from
constituting pressure on the government, in
concrete circumstances this sentiment adds
up to support forit.
@ What about Clinton? Isn’t the Ameri-
can president bringing heavy pressure to
bear on the British government? But Bill
Clinton’s pre-election pro-Irish remarks
were simply aimed at getting the Irish-
American vote on board his bandwagon.It
worked. But we’ve beenherebefore. In his
election campaign, Jimmy Carter came out
with even moreradical positions than Clin-
ton, openly advocating a united Ireland.
Once inside the White House, Carter and
later Clinton became the leader of the
world’s largest imperialist power. As such,
the USA has every interest in backing
Britain and ensuring that no third world
nation gets the idea that you can take on
imperialism and get awaywithit.
@ But surely Britain is internationally
embarrassed to be Europe’s number one
human rights abuser? Not embarrassed
enough to changeits repressive practices—

except for the worse. The successive
releases of the Birmingham Six, the Guild-
ford Four, the Winchester Three and Judy
Ward led to the setting up of the Royal
Commission on Criminal Justice—which,
far from inaugurating a neweraof justice,
proceeded to propose removingthe right to
silence, and questioned the right to jury
trial, among other authoritarian sugges-
tions. No sign of embarrassment there.

The trial of four of the policemen
involved in the Guildford Four frame-up
turned into a retrial of the Four and the
exoneration of the police. More brazenly
yet, the“trial of three Birmingham Six
police was called off by the judge before it
even got started, on the contemptuous
groundsthat no fair trial was possible—not
a courtesy commonly extended to Irish
defendants.

None of this suggests that Britain finds
itself under pressure—domesticor interna-
tional—on the human rights front.

@ What about the massive costs of its
Irish War to the British Exchequer? Faceit,
a ruling class that is living with a deficit
which grows by £1 billion a week is not
going to threaten the integrity of its own
state for a mere £6billion a year.

The results of negotiations are determined
by the real balance of forces between
the two parties in the conflict. The bal-
ance today in the Irish War is firmly
in favour of British imperialism. Under
these circumstances, any deal which
emerges would be determined by the
British agenda.

Britain might change the form of its
tule in Ireland. It might dress up a new
arrangement in hyped-up democratic terms.
It might invent a symbolic 32-County insti-
tution, with which nationalists could
‘choose’ to ‘identify’. But this can only be
speculation.

Worse,not better
Whatis not speculation is that no deal will
emerge that will remove Britain’s deadly
presence in Ireland. The apartheid system
in Northern Ireland and the reactionary
British-dependent system in the South were
both created by Britain through partition,
and are maintained byit today. As far as theNorth is concerned, so long as Britain
remains, so will apartheid and the second
class status of the nationalist community—
if anything, even worse in 1993 than in
1968.
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Ireland unfree

NO BLUEPRINT FOR

PEACE
Hopesthat the deal between Israel and the PLO can be a The peace deal hatched between PLO

modelfor peace in Ireland are both misguided and leader Yasser Arafat and the Israeli govern-

dangerous, argues John Conro
ment at the start of September is being

9 y arg y treated as a modelof how old enemies can
forget their differences. In Britain and Ire-
land all shades of opinion seeit as a sign of
hope. The effect of the deal has been to
speed up the momentum for a peacefulset-
tlementofthe Irish War. Whatsort of peace
dealis this, and who benefits?

First of all, the deal is a defeat for the
Palestinians without being a victory for
Israel. Manypeople will recognise that the
Palestinians have suffered a historic defeat
in accepting such humiliating terms. Since
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the deal was signed in Washington, the
killing of Palestinians by Israeli forces has
continued as before, with curfews imposed
on the Gaza Strip and parts of the West
Bank. Throughout the Palestinian world
there is a growing unease with the scale of
the surrender. Even figures from within the
PLO leadership, such as Farouk al-Kad-
doumihaveattacked the deal asa sell-out.

While the scale of the Palestinian defeat
is more obvious, the future for Israel after
‘peace’ is also bleak. Onepaltry concession
to Palestinian statehood is enough to under-
mine the whole fabric ofIsraeli society.

It may seem paradoxical to suggestthat
an agreement reached by two opposing
sides can be a defeat for one without being
a victory for the other. Talks are never more
thanaratification of the balance of forces
between opponents. However the distinc-
tive thing about the Middle Eastdealis that
neither side was a free agent. Both were
forced to make concessions detrimental to
their long-term interests.

Noprivate chat
When newsofsecret talks between Israeli
and PLO officials broke at the end of
August, the immediate impression wasthat
this was a private chat between the two
sides away from the glare of publicity. It
wasalso seen as a snubto the United States
and the UN sponsored peace talks in New
York. As the months passed it became more
obviousthat the reality was rather different.
That historic handshake on the White
House lawn between Arafat and Yitzhak
Rabin under the benevolent gaze of Bill
Clinton revealed who wasthekeyplayer.It
is America’s domination of the Middle East
that forced the two sides into the fatal deal.

Since the end of the Cold War the USA
has had a muchfreer hand in reorganising
the Middle East. The collapse of the Soviet
Union meant that both the PLO and the
Arab regimescould nolonger escape West-
ern powerand influence. This shift in rela-
tions was consolidated in the Gulf War,
when Bush mobilised the support of Arab
states in his crusade against Saddam
Hussein. The fact that the USA could now
dictate directly to the Arab regimes also
meant a downgradingfor Israel. Through-
out the Cold War, Israel was the only state
in the region on which America could rely.
Every year America spentbillions of dol-
lars keeping the Israeli state afloat. With the
end of the Cold War and America’s new
freedom in the region, Israel became little
more than another Middle Eastern regime.
Asaresult, aid budgets have been slashed
and Israel treated with a disdain once
reserved for Arabs.

‘A Palestinian Versailles’

In a scathing attack on the deal, Palestinian
activist and writer Edward Said describedit

as ‘...an instrument of...surrender, a Pales-
tinian Versailles’. There is a grim irony in
Said’s attack, since he himself has played a
major intellectual role since the 1970s in
guiding the PLO towards an accommoda-
tion with Israel. Yet there is no denying the
scale of the Palestinian collapse.

In return for abandoning the armed
struggle for national self-determination, the
PLO has accepted a role as a municipal
departmentofthe Israeli state.

Evenin termsof regional autonomy,the
terms could hardly be more humiliating.
The PLO is to run the Gaza Strip and the
town of Jericho on the West Bank. The
Gaza Strip is a rubbish dump, home to
800 000 Palestinians, most of whom are
forced to work in conditions of near-slavery
in pre-1967 Israel. TheIsraelis tried to give
Gaza to Egypt in 1978 but were told to keep
it. The Strip is a liability and a security
nightmare for Israel. Now the PLO will
police it and save them the trouble and
expense in money andIsraeli lives. As for
Jericho, the idea of a separate authority for
such a medium-sized town is a joke. Every-
thing barthe directing oftraffic will be con-
trolled by Israel. When the first Palestinian
police turned up for work in October, they
were immediately arrested by Israeli sol-
diers. Such ignominy will become ritual in
the months to come.

Artificial state

While the deal is a terrible defeat for the
Palestinians,it is also bad newsforIsrael.
The Zionist state has been forced to make a
concession whichstrikes at the very heart
of its existence. Since its foundation in
1948, the state of Israel has survived
through the suppression of Palestinian
national rights. Israel is an artificial state
imposedonthe peopleof the region by the
Western powers. Its creation meant that two
peoples were laying claim to the same piece
of land. There can be no real compromise
wheresuchrivalry exists. Any recognition,
however superficial, of the rival claims of
another people throws the whole existence
of the state into question.

Nopart ofIsrael is more legitimate than
another. Every bit of it was robbed by vio-
lence. S83 conceding that the Palestinians
may have a claim on Gaza and Jericho
today raises the question, ‘Where will it
end?’. The recognition that there were rival
claims on the land of Palestine explains
whythe Israelis took such a hardline in the
past—and whytheZionist right has a point
whenit warns that the deal could have dan-
gerous long-term consequencesfor Israel.

Whatever the consequences for Israel,
the most important thing to recognise is
that this deal is a defeat for the forces oflib-
eration. To treat it as a blueprint for peace
in Ireland or anywhereelse is both inappro-
priate and dangerous. We should also
recognise that while the PLO was forced

into a surrender, it shares much of the
responsibility for the demise of the Pales-
tinian cause.

Equivocal PLO

Although the PLO has been the focus for
Palestinian hatred of Israeli and Western
domination, its own attitude has been far
more equivocal. Since the mid-1970s the
desire to come to some kind of accommo-
dation with imperialism has been manifest
within the leadership of the organisation.
Arafat has increasingly pinned his hopes on
Western diplomacyrather than on the strug-
gle againstthe Israeli state.

The reliance on Western diplomacy has
had a poisonous effect on the liberation
struggle. Compare for example the two
national liberation movements, Irish repub-
licanism and the PLO.Thefact that repub-
licanism has always been spurned by
Western diplomacy has madeit a far more
effective fighting organisation, relying only
on the courage and resources of its own
people. At a simplelevel of resistance, the
IRA has always put the PLO to shame,
despite the men and firepower at the dis-
posalofthe latter. Unlike the PLO, the IRA
neverhad the problem oftrying to reconcile
armed struggle with respectability in West-
ern capitals. Contrast, too, the
lifestyles of republican and PLO leaders.
The formerlive in conditions not muchdif-
ferent from, and probably more insecure
than their supporters. PLO leaders by all
accountslive in a state verging on debauch-
ery. It seems that no high-society scandalis
complete these days without the presence
of a senior PLO official. The Palestinian
experience would indicate that Western
diplomacy and active resistance soon
become incompatible.

Unstable future

What is certain about the Middle Eastern
deal is that it will bring neither peace nor
stability. The end of hostilities between
Israel and the PLO means that the old
framework which held the region in an
uneasy stalemate is gone. Just forastart,
the Arab regimes can no longer claim a
legitimacy in the eyes of their own peoples
by identifying with the Palestinian struggle.
Without the rhetoric of Arab nationalism,
all those unpopular regimes could be
exposed for the pro-Western tyrannies that
they are.

Everything will have to be renegotiated
in the Middle East—trelations between gov-
ernments and the governed, betweenstates,
and between the West andall the players of
the region. Thatis sure to be a bloody affair.
Soon enough the West may come to regret
the loss of the old stand-off in the Middle
East. Without the framework of the
Arab/Israeli conflict, the future is uncertain
and dangerousforall concerned.
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When Irish Prime Minister Albert
Reynolds was asked by BBC’s On The
Record if he wanted a united Ireland, he
answered,‘I want peace in Ireland without
a predetermined future’. Reynolds was
being interviewed from his party’s annual
conference in Dublin last November. In the
background a Fianna Fail banner declared
the conference theme ‘Transforming the
Nation’.

The Irish government’s open abandon-
mentof the goal ofIrish unity, inconceiv-
able just five years ago, comes as no
surprise in a nation where academics,
politicians and journalists have banded
together in recent years to transform the
national identity of their state. According to
former Prime Minister Garret Fitzgerald,
speaking at a recent conference in Dublin,
‘the transformation ofIrish nationalism in

Fiona Foster assesses the dangers
for Ireland’s rulers contemplating
constitutional change

No moreblessed virgins for Ireland

this state is a revolution whichin its extent
andshort timescale has few parallels’ (Irish
Times, 2 November 1993).

Where once Irish politicians of all
shades were forced to play the green card
(ie. to adopt anti-British rhetoric) to win
votes, they now compete with each other to
win the regard of British and Unionist
politicians. To argue in favour of a united
Ireland now is to stand accused of being a
sectarian and a supporter of contiuing vio-
lence.
‘The Irish government’s six-point peace

plan, presented days after the joint British-
Irish rejection of the Hume/Adamspropos-
als was welcomed by British politicians
and Unionists as further evidence of the
Irish government’s willingness to officially
endorse Britain’s right to rule Northern
Ireland. An editorial in the Independent

newspaper welcomedthe ‘significant shift
in Irish thinking’:

‘Recognition that any new arrangments
will require the consentof the Unionists is
more explicit than ever before. Ten years
ago it would have been impossible for an
Irish government to grant the Unionists
such an uncompromising right of veto.’

Fiveofthe six principles put forward by
Deputy Minister Dick Spring relate to the
tights of Northern Ireland’s Unionists to
determine their own future and to withhold
their consent from any proposed change to
their constitutional position. The final prin-
ciple commits the Irish government to
abandoning Articles 2 and 3 of the Irish
Constitution which lay claim to a united
Ireland in the context of an agreed settle-
menton the future of Ireland.

Even the British government distanced

UBLIN’S
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itself from Dick Spring’s declaration that
Unionists should never be forced into a
united Ireland, even if the majority in the
North opted forit. Blaming ‘loose drafting’
for Spring’s statement, Patrick Mayhew
chided MrSpring, telling him that Britain
stays in Ireland to abide by the wishes of
the majority in the North.

So why doIreland’s leaders feel confi-
dent enough to ditch the nationalism on
which the state always relied? While the
Irish establishment has been toning down
the nationalist rhetoric for some years, the
major impetus for change in Ireland has
come from external events. The breakdown
of traditional political loyalties throughtout
the world since 1989 was also evident in
Ireland with the election of Mary Robinson
as Presidentin 1990, followed by the mas-
sive swing to Labour in the 1992 general

foundation ofthe state. Like the six-county
state, there is no national basis for the
26-Counties. It is just an arbitrary creation
with no independent national identity.
That’s why Articles 2 and 3 are so
important. They reconcile the national
aspiration with the miserable reality. It
wouldn’t make anysense to be a 26-County
nationalist, to accept the southern state as
the realisation of some ideal. Butit is possi-
ble to accept it as a stepping stone on the
way to national unity. In that way the
national aspiration can be attached to an
arbitrary institution.

It is remarkable howstable the South has
been throughout its history. Despite its
backwardness and economic stagnation
(unemployment now standsat a staggering
20%), it has always managed to just muck
along without provoking too much popular

> DEA
election. From America to Japanthe parties
and institutions of the past suffered elec-
toral defeat and humiliating scandals.
In Ireland, the establishment took advan-
tage of a popular disenchantment at a
discredited past to dump the most impor-
tant feature of traditional Irish politics—
nationalism. A narrow opening appeared
where the state was able to blameall the
backwardnessand reaction of Irish society
on those who pursued national unity. By
doing this, the establishment could pretend
to be modern and forward-thinking, while
washing its hands ofthe terrible failure of
the Southern state.
Prior to these dramatic changes, Ireland

was a country which appeared immune to
external influence. Despite constant criti-
cism from British commentators for its
strict Catholic code and backward social
laws,Irish people took pride in their strong
identity as a Catholic and nationalist coun-
try. This strong sense of nationalism was
the key to the survival of the South.

From the beginning, the 26-Countystate
waspresented to the Irish people as a tem-
porary settlement. Former IRA leader
Michael Collins, described the Treaty
which he signed with Britain in 1921, as a
“stepping stone’ to Irish unity. De Valera’s
constitution of 1937 which contains Arti-
cles 2 and 3 simply ratified this theory. In
the past, any Irish politician who suggested
abandoning the claim on the North was
forced to make a swift exit from politics
into academia.

Articles 2 and 3 are more than just a bit
of grandiose rhetoric. They are the political

discontent. That level of social harmony
would have been impossible if the state was
perceived as an entirely artificial creation
without any particular goal or aspiration.

Articles 2 and 3 have only ever been a
sop to the popular desire for Irish unity. Far
from wanting an endto partition, Ireland’s
tulers actually depend onit for their sur-
vival. After all, if it wasn’t for partition,
they would lose their legitimacy as the
leaders of an independentstate.

This is evidenced by the vast array of
repressive measures used byIrish govern-
ments against those who continueto fight
for a united Ireland. No sooner had republi-
can leader Eamonn DeValera taken power
in the 1930s, than he began to imprison and
execute his erstwhile republican allies.
Right up to the present day the Irish state’s
fear of the conflict raging in the north of
their country has been reflected in their dra-
conian anti-republican laws. A recent
United Nations Human Rights Committee
condemned the Irish Republic for its spe-
cial no-jury courts, its blanket censorship of
republicans and the permanent State of
Emergency which allows extensive powers
of arrest and detention. Current estimates
show that the Irish government spends
around £200m a year on measures designed
to ensure that the national struggle in the
North doesnot destabilise the South.

In this sense, today’s admission by Ire-
land’s leadersthat they are not pursuing the
goal of a united Ireland is just a more hon-
est declaration of the position of all Irish
governments past and present. However,
few Irish politicians seem to realise the

implications of what they are doing. While
in many ways Ireland’s leaders were very
uncomfortable with the nationalist identity
ofthe past, at least it gave the state a sense
of historical legitimacy and endowed the
elite with a sense of purpose.

ManyIrish politicians and commenta-
tors sense a danger in abandoning Articles
2 and 3. But even those who warn of the
dangers, see only temporary obstacles. In
his interview with On The Record, Albert
Reynolds argued against the unilateral
abandonment of Articles 2 and 3. When
asked why, Reynolds replied, ‘because this
would not succeedin bringing peace. If we
abandon Articles 2 and 3 without an overall
settlement we will leave the IRA as the
only people carrying the nationalist flag—
we cannot let this happen.’ Those cam-
paigning to retain Articles 2 and 3, such as

ISH
Robert Ballagh, Chairman of the Irish
National Congress, express the same fears.

The fear of delivering the national flag
into the hands of the IRA, while a legiti-
mate concern for the establishment, seri-
ously understates the scale of the problem.
Ditching Articles 2 and 3 could well mean
political suicide for the South. Perhaps
Labour spokesman on Ireland Kevin
McNamara sensed this when he warned
Dublin against making such a hasty move.
McNamara should know about these
things. Since his party discarded its state
socialist identity, it has lost all sense of pur-
pose and respect among voters. McNamara
knowsfrom bitter experience that an insti-
tution cannot just discard the thing which
defines it, and hope to pick up something
else along the way to which people will
then blindly offer their allegiance.

It is difficult to see what identity a sepa-
rate 26-County state could haveif not as a
stepping stoneto unity. Two tendencies will
emerge once they dump Articles 2 and 3:
the first, towards more direct British control
over Southern affairs, something already
well developed in the military sphere; the
other, towards social collapse.
Irish Freedom does not want to alert

Southern politicians to the madnessoftheir
actions (besides which, they are being dri-
ven by forces beyondtheir control). In the
long term it can only benefit the cause of
liberation if the South is exposed for whatit
is—Britain’s obedient servant. So when
they read this article, we hopethe rulers of
the South will throw it aside and carry on
with their suicide plans.
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The pressures ofisolation aretelling on the republican
movement. Eve Anderson suggests that they are now
making concessions unthinkable a few years ago

The talks between SDLPleader John Hume
and Sinn Fein’s Gerry Adams have been
heralded as a major breakthrough in the
log-jam ofIrish politics. Sinn Fein in par-
ticular have presented the Hume/Adams
initiative as a way of putting pressure on
the British government to concede Irish
national rights.
As we go to press the actual details of

the talks remain a secret. However, it is
clear enough from what hasbeensaid that
Sinn Fein have made a fundamental shift
towardsa point of view traditionally articu-
lated by John Humeand the SDLP. Before
looking at the key shifts in republican
thinking, we will look at whatfactors have
forced the republican movement to make
such concessions to their opponents.

Sinn Fein leaders have insisted that
Hume/Adamsis a bold new initiative and a
markofpolitical sophistication. The grim
reality is that it is a desperate act. Irish
republicanism is moreisolated now than at
any stagein its history.

Strengths and weaknesses

The republican movementhas long recog-
nised that while it could continue to wage
war against Britain on the basisofits exist-
ing support, it could not expect to win.
Since the hunger-strikes of the early 1980s
new tactics were developedin an attempt to
overcomeits isolation within the working
class areas ofWest Belfast, Derry and along
the Border. Following spectacular election
victories such as hunger-sttiker Bobby
Sands’ election to the House of Commons
in 1981, Sinn Fein stood candidates in local
and general elections north and south of the
Border.

The election strategy in particular
exposed both the strengths and weaknesses
of republicanism. In the North Sinn Fein
has consistently received between 10 and
15 per cent of the vote. While it proved
beyond doubt that the armedstruggle had
mass support among nationalists, it also
proved just how isolated that support was
from therest ofIrish society.

In the South, Sinn Fein hasfailed to con-
nect with the problems created by British
domination. At the last election the party
received just over onepercentofthe vote.
This isolation is compounded by the fact
that even the rhetorical republicanism
which wasa hallmark of Southern Irish pol-
itics since the creation ofthe state is now a

14|Irish Freedom Winter 1993

thing of the past. While the rhetoric was
only intendedto give legitimacyto the state
and accompanied the violent suppression of
republicans,it did at least contribute to the
idea of a commonnationalist identity. Now
the republicansare treated as total outcasts
in Southern Ireland.

In addition, the political failure of the
republican movement to break out of the
ghettos has been reinforced by British pol-
icy. Broadcasting bans and an intensified
propaganda war which portraysthe conflict
as a tribal one have reinforced the sense of
isolation.

Finally, and perhaps the most decisive
factor in fostering a moodof despair is the
international shift in the balance of forces
in favour of imperialism. This development
is covered elsewhere in this issue of Irish
Freedom. Suffice it to say that the collapse
of liberation movements around the world
strengthened the republican senseofisola-
tion.

Hostile ideas

It is essential that supporters of Irish free-
dom recognise the desperatestate of the lib-
eration struggle. Pretending thatall is well
or that we are on the verge of a major
breakthrough is self-delusion, which can
only store up greaterdifficulties and confu-
sion for the future. We mustfirst acknowl-
edge that the republican strategy aimed at
breaking outof the ghettos has failed. The
Hume/Adams initiative was an attempt to
continue with this strategy and to influence
broader opinion. Instead, what has hap-
penedis that public opinion is influencing
republican thinking to an unprecedented
extent.

Thege has always been a mismatch and
conflict between the determined practical
activity of the republican movement in
leading the struggle against Britain, andits
shapelessness at the level of politics and
ideas. This conflict could exist without con-
sequence for much ofthe time because the
British rarely had the opportunity to exploit
it. However the extent to which the Sinn
Fein leadership has accepted ideas which
fall far short of Irish liberation has now
reached a qualitatively new level.

Historically there are two political
forces which have had a major influence
on republican thinking. Oneis theleft, both
in Britain and Ireland; the other is constitu-
tional nationalism, north and south of

WHO’S
the Border. Statements from Sinn Fein
leaders since the start of the Hume/Adams
talks indicate that their influence has
reached new heights, which is ironic, since
both forces are themselves in terminal
decline.

The left has had greatest influence in
promoting the idea that Britain is a neutral
player in the conflict. Labour politicians
such as Tony Benn and Ken Livingstone
haveconsistently argued that Britain has no
reason to stay in Ireland, that its presence
there may be part of a conspiracy by the
secret services, and that the state is only
looking for an opportunity to withdraw.

It is odd to suggest that one of the antag-
onists in a conflict is in fact neutral. If a
military historian suggested that the Allies
in World War Twohad no great preference
as to the outcome ofthe war with Germany,
he wouldn’t get much of a hearing. The
idea that Britain is neutral in Ireland is an
even more absurd idea given that this war
has lasted 25 years—rarely hasastate in
the modern world displayed such determi-
nation in carrying on a war socostly in
terms of lives, money and international
reputation.

Old prejudice

It is not too surprising that the British left
would offer such explanations of the war,
givenits pro-state traditions. What is more
extraordinary is the fact that the republican
movement has adopted the same notion.
Given the history of the last 25 years,
nobody could accuse republicans of para-
noia for thinking that Britain is out to
destroy them. Yet every statement coming
from Gerry Adams and Martin McGuin-
ness echoesthe old prejudice that Britain
hasnovestedinterest in remaining,and that
Major should be‘radical’ and show ‘imag-
ination’ in starting talks. Not only that, but
the British governmentis seen as the facili-
tator of peace and progress. According to
McGuinness, ‘the British governmentis the
keyto this (the peace process). Ingenuityis
needed on their part.’ (Guardian, 18 Sep-
tember 1993).

Ata practical level no republican mili-
tant could believe any of this. Howeverit
would be wrong to underestimate the
effects of such a political concession. If
even Britain’s opponent in Irelandis saying
that the British governmentis the key to

peace, then it gives the governmentenor-
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IRA colour party: accommodating diversity?

mousauthority in defining the shape of a
newsettlement.

The concessions which Sinn Fein has
madeto constitutional nationalism are even
more far-reaching in their implications.
While the republican movementhas always
been loose and amorphous politically, it has
stood out on the importance it attached to
the question of national self-determination.
Nowthat question, the central issue of the
Irish conflict, has become blurred.

Freedom ordiversity?
In a joint statement issued at the end of
April, Hume and Adamsstated that: ‘We
both recognise that such a new agreementis
only achievable andviableif it can earn and

enjoy the allegiance of the different tradi-
tions on this island, by accommodating
diversit¥*and providing for national recon-
ciliation.’

The accommodation of difference has
always been the hallmark of the SDLP. In
reality it is a polite way of accepting the
status quo. There is no problem of diverse
traditions in Ireland. Loyalists do not iden-
tify themselves as such because of some
cultural heritage, but because the mainte-
nance of their special position in Ireland
requires Britain’s occupation of the coun-
try. The accommodation of diversity and
national reconciliation have in fact been’
British policy for the last 70 years. It’s
called partition.

The idea of diverse traditions is incom-

patible with national self-determination.
There is no political solution which can
enjoy the allegiance of the ‘different tradi-
tions’, because Loyalists and nationalists
are opposedin their allegiance. Reconcilia-
tion in this context means acceptance of
British oppression by the nationalists.
The fact that the republican movement

has been forced to make such concessions
to the thinking of its political opponents
should be a cause of concern to all who
support Irish freedom.It is vital that anti-
imperialists look at reality, however dark,
and explain what is happening. Believing
that the liberation movement is taking a
great step forwardor setting an agenda for
peace will only cause demoralisation in
the future.
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Ireland unfree

‘TRICKOR TREAT’
Austen
Cameron
explains
Loyalist
bloodlust

The Loyalist responseto talk ofpeacehas followed a

grimly familiar pattern. More Catholics have been
murdered this year by Loyalists than in any year
since the bloodbath of 1975. The unbridled savagery
of these attacks contributes to the view that there is
little rationality in the politics of Northern Ireland.
Byall accounts, Loyalist assassins get great pleasure
from their work. The massacre at Greysteel, where
one of the assassins walked up to a womanof 19,
asked her ‘Trick or treat?’, then blasted her in the
face, typifies the casual brutality of Loyalism.

The vicious response to the peace process is not
the work of isolated extremists. There is a myth that
the Loyalist paramilitaries hold their community to
ransom and intimidate those who might want to
escape their grip. Sometimesit is even argued that
they intimidate their own community as much as
they do the Catholic. It is true that groups such asthe
UDA and UVF are heavily involved in ordinary
criminal activity and extortion rackets, but this has
never stopped ordinary Protestants lending their sup-
port.

In the course of 25 years of war there has never
once been any movement among Protestants against
the UDAor UVF.This contrasts with the situation in
nationalist areas where there are occasional back-
lashes against the IRA, usually prompted by war-
weariness and British-sponsored peace-movements.

Local heroes: Loyalist people back thekiller gangs
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The UDA headquarters on the Shankill which the
IRA destroyed at the end of October was a well-
known landmark. Everybody whovisited the chipper
on the ground floor knew that overhead, UFF com-
manders like the infamous ‘Mad Dog’ might be
planning the next massacre of Catholics. ‘Mad Dog’
himself lives quite openly in Protestant West Belfast.
The four-foot bollards around his front door are to
stop the IRA getting him,notto fend off locals, most
of whom would think of him as a bit of a character.

The notion that an organisation can intimidate so
manypeople for such a long timeis absurd. The so-
called siege mentality of Loyalism is shared by all
the Protestants of the Six Counties, the paramilitaries
are simply its police. So why have the Loyalists
reacted with such brutality to talk of peace?

Fuelling paranoia

The Union which the Loyalists defend is inherently
unstable andartificial. There is no national, democ-
ratic basis for the existence of the Six-County state
of Northern Ireland. It was created to maintain
British control over the whole ofIreland. To prevent
it falling apart, Britain must maintain a massive
armedgarrison there, pourin hundreds of millions of
poundsevery year, and, most importantly, guarantee
a privileged position to the Protestant population for
whichthe state was supposedly created.

Anysituation where minority rights (like those of
the Loyalists) are asserted as a way of denying the
rights of the majority will fuel the most intense para-
noia within the minority. The millenarian sense of
betrayal and the language of ‘No surrender’ reflects
a justified sense of fear. Any changeto the status
quo, however superficial, will be seen as an attack on
the special position of the Loyalists within the
Union. The standard Loyalist response to any politi-
cal initiative is to lash out andkill as many Catholics
as possible in an attempt to derail the initiative
through terror.

Taking the broader view

Howeverthe instability which causes the British
governmentto grantsucha privileged position to the
Loyalists, also forces them to seek new ways of con-
trolling Ireland. Unlike the Loyalists, Whitehall must
take a broader view of the situation. So other politi-
cal forces such as the Dublin government and the
SDLPare important for Britain.

Anyhint that Britain may make concessions to
Dublin or the SDLPignites Loyalist paranoia. This
reaction is not the result of some genetic flaw as the
media would haveit, but arises from the contrived
nature of the state. The paranoia and sense of doom
are well-founded. Partition set the Unionists up as
the privileged minority in Ireland, and the foe of
everyIrish nationalist. Until the Loyalists realise that
peace underpresent conditions means strengthening
the Union, they will continue to visit their brutality
on the nationalist people.



icilaaiiaialtalatiadiaitalili
lili
eee| of the Hume/Adams peace

|

Commons,Major castigated

Il, | gathered the
gamewasupfor
John and Gerry

: » when John Major
announcedhis decision to |

order a review of the
broadcasting restrictions on
Sinn Fein with a view to
tightening them further.

Far from imitating FW De
Klerk and Yitzhak Rabin by
acting to bring the‘terrorists’ in
from the cold, Major's rejection

proposals, coupled with his
apparentdesire to intensify the
censorship of Sinn Fein,
indicates the government's
willingness to leaveIrish
republicansperishing for a
while longer.

Major's announcementof a
review of the broadcasting
restrictions camejust two
weeksafter thefifth
anniversary of the ban
introduced in October 1988.
Speaking in the House of

broadcasters for ‘stretching the
guidelinesto the limit and
perhaps beyond!by running a
series of interviews with Gerry
Adams dubbedbyan actor's
voice (as my Dadsays, deaf
people whocan lip-read are
exempt from the ban!).

The BBC, outraged at the
suggestion that it was
somehowgiving Irish
republicansa bit too much of
that oxygenstuff, defiantly

|

exclaimedthat they had always
acted within the restrictions.
The Beeb wasreally missing
the point. You see, Mr Major
doesn't really want to see or
hear Sinn Feinatall. Well, at
least not until they renounce
violence and surrenderto |

Britain.
Defending the broadcasting

banin a high court challenge
from the NUJ, the government
claims, ‘interviews with Sinn |

Fein tendedto increase their

Fiona Foster

standing and createthefalse
impression that support for
terrorismis itself a legitimate
political opinion’. Mr Major and
his back benchers are
concerned that the high-profile
Hume/Adams talks may have
conferred some legitimacy on
‘terrorists’. He thinks the media
have contributed to this and so
he musttick them off.

| would saythat by far the
most important aim ofBritish
policy in Irelandis to
marginalise Irish republicanism
and so removetheonly threat
to Britain’s ability to run Ireland.
Afterall, though you'd never
knowit from the media, the
only conflict in Ireland is
betweenBritish imperialism

| and the national liberation
| struggle.

In this context the
Hume/Adamsproposals posed
an awkward challenge to the
British government. How could
it pursue its dual strategy of
marginalising republicans while
promoting the constitutional
nationalists when these forces
were locked together in a high-
profile bid to find a new peace
process.They dealt with this by
constantly praising John
Hume's courage and
commitment to peace,at the

| same time as continuing to
present Sinn Fein and the IRA
as the sourceofall violence
and conflict in Ireland®

The Department of National
Heritage, now responsible for
implementing the ban(!)
reflected this themein their
statement, ‘the government
believes that organisations and
individuals who support the
useofviolenceforpolitical
endsin Britain do not share the |

| same rights of accessto the
| airwaves as anyone else’. Now
you and| might think that
‘using violenceforpolitical
ends’ would beaperfect
description for Britain’s use of

| get a broadcasting ban on
| those who support the aims

| you can read ‘IRA’.

|
republicans, the ban has been

Beyondthe pale
32 000 armed mento impose
British rule on Ireland. But,
alas,| think we are unlikely to

andactivities of the British
military in Ireland.

Thenational heritage crowd
are rightly confident that
everyonewill know exactly
whom they mean when they
talk about those who use
political violence. And | think
it's worth pointing to the fact
that the honourable men from
the British media who now
object to the broadcasting ban
are themselves largely
responsible for a climate in
whichfor ‘political violence’

Thefifth anniversary of the
ban brought the honourable
menoutto reiterate that
opposition to this attack on
their independence.Far from
defending the rights ofIrish
republicansto have their
voices heard, these
commentators argued that the
ban has prevented them from
exposing these ‘apologists for
murder’. Tony Hall, head of
BBCNewsand CurrentAffairs

the media's concern aboutthe
ban: 'Webelieve that Sinn Fein
find it to their advantage to
hide behind the ban to avoid
being cross-questioned about
the terrorist atrocities they
condone:That's fighting talk
where | come from.

The factis, the broadcasting
ban has changedlittle. We
didn't hear the case against
Britain before the ban and we
don't hearit now. While having
little effect on the coverage of

a useful tool in Britain's war
againsttheIrish. It has helped
to stem the electoral growth of
Sinn Fein within the Six
Counties, where Sinn Fein

| councillors were often
| interviewed on local radio and
Tv. And in propaganda terms,it
has reinforced the ideathat
Sinn Fein andits supporters
are beyond thepale. It tells us
thatif certain people pervert
democracyby casting their
votesfor extremists, they
cannot expect to be rewarded
with the normalrights
associated with a democratic
society. The liberal opponents
of the broadcasting ban always
accepted thesepoints.

The liberals in the media
| suggest that without the ban
they would be reporting on

| NorthernIreland in an impartial
manner. As we have argued

. many timesin Irish Freedom,
the true nature ofthe Irish War
is more distorted than ever. In
today's uncritical climate not
one single journalist in the
national media has challenged
Britain’s claim to be a neutral
arbiter caught inatribal feud.

The Shankill bomb, followed
by the Greysteel massacre,
provided the perfect footage
for the creative talents of

| journalists keen to portray the
| dark and terrifying world of

| spoke outin a lengthyarticle in |

|

the Observer. He summed up
ancient religious feuds.

In the lastall-Ireland election
in 1918 three quarters ofIrish
people votedfor a united
Ireland. How did Britain
respond to this democratically
expressed desire? By dividing
Ireland.

In the 1987 general
election, 40 per cent of
Northern Ireland's Catholics
voted for Sinn Fein. How did
the British respond? By
banning Sinn Fein from the
airwaves. Five yearslater they

| now wantto strengthen that
ban.

For me, thefifth anniversary
of the broadcasting banis a
timely reminder that Britain can
never bring democracy to
Ireland.
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BRITAIN BACKS

Oliver Kearney has been
at the forefront of the
battle forcivil rights in
Northern Ireland since his
involvementin the original
civil rights movementin the
late 60s. While in London
to address an IFMrally
commemorating the
twenty-fifth anniversary
of thecivil rights
movement, he spoke to
Fiona Foster about the
battle for equality then
and nows
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Fiona Foster: Oliver, why do you think
it’s important to commemorate the
anniversary of the birth of the civil
rights movement?
Oliver Kearney: Well, the twenty-fifth
anniversary of 5 October 1968is ofpartic-
ular significance becausethatis the date on
which the British state began using physi-
cal violence against a non-violent move-
mentforcivil rights and social justice.
Howdid youget to 5 October?
Thecivil rights campaign had been formed
in 1967 arising out of the Campaign for
Social Justice, which had begun looking at
the statistics of inequality in employment
and housing andthe abuses of the Special
Powers Act.

The issues of housing was of particular
importance because housing wasusedas a
political weapon for controlling the
Catholic population. It wasn’t possible to
vote in a local governmentelection unless
you were a householder. So denying houses
to Catholics was a way of denying them
votes.

Then there wastheissue of jobs. Despite
the fact that more Catholics emigrated than
Protestants, Catholics were still more than
two and a half times more likely to be
unemployed. And the other issue was the
Special Powers Act—which was such an
obnoxious piece of legislation that it was
publicly admired by the then South African
minister for justice who said he would give
up his entire battery of repressive legisla-
tion for a single clause of the Special Pow-
ers Act.

Whatexactly happened on 5 October
and whydo youdescribeit as a turning
point?
Onthat day about 600 people assembledin
Duke Street in Derry to walk to the city
centre. As they assembled a large force of
police stood across the route of the march
which had been banned by the Unionist
minister of homeaffairs.
The police instructed women and chil-

dren to leave the demonstration. Demon-
strators then walked upto police lines and
the police then broke ranks and began a
systematic assault on the marchers and
bystanders. As demonstrators attempted to
run away, they encountered another police
cordon behind them. So they were sand-
wiched between the two and the RUC used
large-scale violence and water cannon and
pursued the demonstrators right across the
city and into the nationalist Bogside area,
wherethere was fighting that night and the
next day.

Thatpattern of state violence continued
over the next 12 monthsuntil the Battle of
the Bogside on 12-13 August 1969, where
there wasa large-scale invasion of the Bog-
side by the RUC which was, for the first
time, resisted by the entire population.

In the period from 24 August 1968 to 15
August 1969, eight Catholic civilians were
killed by RUC gunfire or baton charges,
and those included thefirst child victim of
the conflict—nine-year old Patrick Rooney.
These people were killed when the RUC
invaded Catholic areas of Belfast equipped



BIGOTRY
with armoured cars, mounted with Brown-
ing machine guns.So within a period of 12
months, the RUC responseto a non-violent
campaign for civil rights had escalated
from indiscriminate use of batons and
water cannon onthe streets of Derry to the
use of armoured cars and machine guns in
the streets of Belfast.

Whydoyouthinkthe British responded
so brutally to your non-violent
campaignfor equality within the state?
Well, even though our demandsdid not in
any way cover the removal ofpartition or
the unification of Ireland, the state forces
instinctively recognised that the demand
for equality was in fact a demandfor the
dismantling of the artificial state. The
Protestant people gave their conditional
loyalty to Britain on the basis that their
supremacy would be maintained. These
were the grounds on which the state was
established. The violent response from the
state reflected its recognition that our
demands would undermine the partition
settlement.

Whycouldn’t the Unionist regime
contain the civil rights movement?
The resistance of people in the Bogside was
so fierce and so intense that the RUC were
unable to cope. The British government
placed its own troops onthe streets and for
a short time this had the effect of cooling
things down. But with British solders in
position in Ireland, the developmentof con-
flict was simply a matter oftime.

Within months, Catholic areas were
being systematically curfewed by the
British Army. By 1971 there was large-
scale internment of Catholic men and boys
accompanied by the systematic torture of
suspects in a form which had not been seen
in Western Europe since the Second World
War. And finally the British used the
ultimate solution to street protest when,
on Bloody Sunday, British paratroopers
slaughtered 14 unarmedcivilians.

It is my personal conviction that the state

authorities consciously opted for violence
as an alternative to conceding equal rights.
But they could not defeat the demand for
equality and now we have had 25 years of
bloodshed with every conceivable abuse of
human rights. Even today the British gov-
ernmentstill shows no inclination to pro-
mote equality as an alternative to engaging
in violentconflict.

So,if the British aren’t concerned about
equalrights, why have there been a
series of fair employment laws?
Whenthecivil strife had erupted to such a
degree that Britain’s international reputa-
tion was in tatters, the Heath government
set up an inquiry into job discrimination.
Since then we have a record in Northern
Ireland of repeated declarations and
promises by British ministers of every
political persuasion oftheir fixed determi-
nation to eliminate discrimination. We had
the 1973 Act, which outlawed discrimina-
tion, followed by the 1976 Act, the 1989
Act and the 1991 Act—all of which out-
lawed discrimination.

Did the legislation have any impact on
discrimination?
No. The Catholic male population today is
still 2.5 times more likely to be unem-
ployed than their Protestant counterparts.
In other words, between 1968 and 1993—
in 25 years of fair employment legislation,
the differential between Catholic and
Protestant maleshasshifted by just 0.1 per
cent. By every social standard, the Catholic
population is worse off than their Protestant
counterparts. They are morelikely to live in
council homes, morelikely to live in over-
crowded conditions, have a higher inci-
dence of illness and death in childbirth, a
lowerlevel of access to consumer goods,
and so on.

I would ask any reasonable person to
question why the British governmentis so
inept at writing effective anti-discrimina-
tion laws whenit is so adeptat rushing anti-
terrorist laws through the House of

Commons,often with retrospectiveeffect. I
would argue that now,as in 1968, the gov-
ernment recognise that granting full equal-
ity within the Northern Irish state would
sound the death knellofthe state created by
partition.

As speculation rises about the content of
the Hume/Adamspeace proposals, do
you have any concernsabouta political
settlement whichleaves Irish Catholics
as secondclasscitizens in Northern
Ireland?
I think there is a very real danger that some
form of settlement might be cobbled
together at this point which would tem-
porarily secure the continuation of the
Northern Ireland state, which would not
alleviate the level of inequality and disad-
vantage experienced particularly in nation-
alist ghettos. That settlement, like the
partition settlement, could be made to work
for a short period of time, but would simply
be sowing the seeds of further and even
more violent, bloody conflict within the
space of another decade or another genera-
tion. And whenyou bearin mindthatfor 50
years the Catholic community tolerated this
system of economicandhousing apartheid,
that wasa reflection of the degree to which
they had been militarily repressed after the
partition ofIreland.

Unless a just settlement is achieved now
whichactually produces equality, the seeds
will be sown for a new and moreterrible
conflict.

Finally, Oliver, why do you think British
people should be involvedin the
campaignfor equality in Ireland?
People in Britain are looking at conflicts all
over the world and wondering why and
how they developed. TheIrish experience
can be useful in understanding other world
conflicts. I think British people have a huge
stake in the solution of the Northern Irish
conflict in the interests of safeguarding
their own civil liberties and their own aspi-
tations to democracy.
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Siobhan
O’Dwyer
reports on the
latest
developments
in the Kate
Mageecase
and argues
that the
governmentis
wasting no
time in
bringing in
new draconian
legislations

An off-duty memberof the Royal Commissionfor Justice

Recent developments in the Kate Magee case and a
series of proposed changesto the legal system pro-
vide disturbing new evidence of the erosion ofcivil
liberties in this country.

As reported in previousissues ofIrish Freedom,
Kate Mageeis a youngIrish woman with no involve-
mentin Irish politics. She was charged underthe Pre-
vention of Terrorism Act with ‘failure to disclose
information’ on the whereabouts of her brother—
wanted bythe British for ‘terrorist’ offences.

Having waited for over a year under threat of
imprisonment on this trumped-up charge, Kate
Magee’s trial was recently cancelled at short notice.
She was told that her case would now be heard
alongside that of her brother, who is due to be extra-
dited from the Irish Republic. Clearly the authorities
are more hopeful of getting a conviction in the sen-
sational atmosphere created around an IRA show-
trial.

In the meantime, leaflets produced by the Kate
Magee Campaign havebeen seized bypolice from a
bookshop in Sheffield and sent to the Director of
Public Prosecutions who will decide whether they
will prejudice Magee’s caseatthetrial. This is par-
ticularly insolent given the media’s bannerheadlines
announcing the capture of IRA members whenever
an Irish person is detained under the PTA.

No one-off

The chargeof ‘failure to disclose information’, the
seizure of the campaigning material and the decision
to hear the Magee caseas part of an IRA showtrial
are disturbing, not just for Kate Magee but forall
Irish people in this country. No sooner had Irish
Freedom reported the Magee caseas thefirst ofits
kind, than an entire family was arrested under the
PTA in Newcastle. Four of the five were charged
with failing to disclose information about the fifth
family member who was charged with “terrorist”
offences.

For those who thought that the release of the
Guildford 4, Birmingham 6 and Judith Ward marked
a new chapterin the relationship betweenIrish peo-
ple and British justice, recent developments have
come as a nasty shock. Most alarming are the con-
clusionsof the Royal Commission for Justice, set up
in the wake of the scandal around the Birmingham
Six.

Instead of removing the basis for further injustice,
the Royal Commission proposed new limitations on
the right to trial by jury and endorsed government
plansto abolish the rightto silence.

At the same time as removing people’s means of
defending themselves, the authorities are thinking up
new catch-all ways to prosecute them. Atthis year’s
Tory Party conference, Home Secretary Michael
Howard proposed the introduction of two new
charges under the PTA. These charges, ‘possessing
items that give reasonable suspicion that the person
is involvedin terrorism’ and ‘gathering information
for terrorist purposes’ are already in use in the six
counties of Ireland.

Fast movers

Two years ago campaigners celebrated the release of
the framed Irish prisoners and argued thatthe policy
of criminalising Irish people in Britain had suffered a
severe setback. Yet the re-trial and re-conviction of
the Guildford 4 at the trial of the police officers
charged with framing them andthe court decision to
drop all the charges against the police who framed
the Birmingham 6 shows whatsort of people we’re
up against. Notonlyhasthe state got over the embar-
rassmentofall these incidents, butit is now moving
quickly to get a new battery of repressive legislation
in place.

Kate Magee and the Newcastle family awaiting
trial for witholding information are now names on a
longlist set to replace the Birmingham 6 and Guild-
ford 4 asthe latest victims of British justice.

THEY REGRET NOTHING
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Action for freedom

3000 SUPPORT
ANTI-WARMARCH
Stuart Sharpe
reports onthis
year’s August
Troops Out
marchg

The British establishment has always feared the
prospectof people in Britain protesting at the occu-
pation of Ireland. For the IFM, the authorities’ fear
of open displays of support for Irish freedom is one
goodreason to make our August Troops Out march
such a big event.

This year’s march was a militant and colourful
display of opposition to Britain’s right to intervene in
Ireland or anywhere else in the world. Over 3000
people marched through central London led by a
Republican flute band and banners declaring ‘No
peace without Irish freedom’.

The IFM’s decision to join with the Campaign
Against Militarism (CAM)in organising this year’s
march(andthe basis for a march with a distinctly

anti-imperialist flavour including contingents from
the Somali, Iraqi, Kurdish and Turkish communities)
also succeeded in attracting more people than ever to
marchalongside the Irish Freedom Movement.

The overwhelming support given to the Western
powers for their bloody ‘peace-keeping’ interven-
tions aroundthe world hasled the IFM to broadenits
anti-imperialist message over the past few years.

Wehave pointedto the experienceofIrish nation-
alists over the past 25 years to challenge the consen-
sus that British troops can bring peace and harmony
to other countries.

It is now more important than ever that the IFM
play a central role in building aneffective anti-war
movementin Britain. Joining with CAM to buildthis
year’s march wasthefirst step to achieving this.
As thousands of chanting demonstrators arrived

in Kennington Park, CAM’s Lynn Rawley welcomed
the march from a massive stage set up for a post-
march music festival.

To resounding applause, Rawley declared that the
march had one simple message: ‘We are against the
militarism of the West in whatever form it
takes...The UNcalls this peace, I call it old-fash-
ioned colonialism, the people of Somaliacallit hell.
We must learn one simple lesson from the Irish—if
you wantpeace, you havetofightforit.’

The IFM’s rally was addressed by several speak-
ers including a leading memberof the Somali com-
munity, Siobhan O’Dwyer from the Kate Magee
Campaign and Jim Slavin from the Connolly Society
in Edinburgh.

Slavin described how the Labour Council in Edin-
burgh had banned a demonstration in support ofIrish
freedom earlier this year. Organisers, however, had
refused to accept the ban and Jim Slavin was charged
with organising an illegal demonstration. To the
delight of the audience, Slavin defiantly announced
that next year’s march would go ahead,‘legally or
illegally’.

Also addressing the rally was Eilish McAnespie,arepublican from a border town in the six counties,
whodescribed how her brother Aiden was shot dead
by a British soldier as he strolled through an army
border checkpoint. She angrily rejected the depiction
of British soldiers as neutral peace-keepers:

‘British peacekeeping is about total economic,
political, social and cultural domination of one
nation over another. Peacekeeping is imposed upon
Irish people down thebarrel of a gun.’

The IFM’s Claire Foster concluded the rally by
describing how the Irish War had been used as an
excuse to introduce surveillance camerasall over the
country and to bring armed roadblocks onto the
streets of London. After a heavily policed march,
during which police officers had openly videoed
demonstrators, she was cheered by the crowd for
saying:

“Nowit’s time for us to turn the cameras on them.
I say to them, every move you make, every step you
take—we’ll be watchingyou.’
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Co
eeWITH FRIENDSLIKETHIS...
Denis O’Dwyer Someyears back,Irish republicans used to delight O’Neill’s group, FriendsofIreland in Congress,is
arguesthat delegations of republican sympathisers from the the driving force behind the International Fund for

Irish
USAto an unscheduled meeting with armed, masked Ireland which has channelled over £200,000 into a

4
members of the IRA. number ofBritish-approved organisations in North-

republicans In stark contrast, a fact-finding visit of Irish- ern Ireland, including the SDLP.
will find no Americans led by former Democratic congressman

Bruce Morrison in September was marked by a Special relationshipallies among week-long unofficial IRA ceasefire.
Irish American Both gestures were a reflection of the belief in More recently, Bill Clinton has further dashed the
politicians republicancircles that American opinion can be har- hopesofIrish republicans by comingoutin support

nessedto increase the pressure on Britain for a just of the peace process put forward by the British gov-
solution to the Irish War. ernmentin opposition to the Hume/Adamspropos-

Bruce Morrison, described in the Irish Times as als. Endorsing the joint statement issued by John
the opposite of the ‘stereotyped Irish American who Major and Albert Reynolds in Brussels in Novem-
blamesBritain for Ireland’s woes’, is known to be ber, Clinton rejected a role for Irish republicans in
the mover behind the idea of an American peace any peace process:
envoy. The idea of a peace envoyfirst emerged dur-
ing Bill Clinton’s presidential election campaign in *] join them in their condemnation of the use of
which he courted theIrish vote by promising to send violence forpolitical ends and strongly support their
an influential American to the North to investigate commitment torestart talks among the two govern-
the prospects for peace. ments and the four constitutional parties of Northern

Having wontheelection with the help of the Irish- Ireland.’
American vote, Clinton promptly shelved the plan
for a peace envoyafter representations from British Despite his election rhetoric, Bill Clinton fully
ministers. endorses Britain’s right to dictate the future of Ire-

land. His ban on Gerry Adams’ proposedvisit to the
Critical of British policy USshowsheis in step with Britain.

This is not surprising coming from an administra-
While it is true that from time to time prominent tion that has launchedmilitary invasions from Iraq to
Irish-Americans have beencritical of aspects of Somalia.Bill Clinton’s preferred option for Bosniais
British policy in Ireland, this has never extended to to arm the Muslims and bomb the Serbs. He
outright support for the national liberation struggle. launched air-raids on Iraq within daysofhis election.
Indeed, many American politicians parading them- His ‘humanitarian’ mission in Somalia wasin fact
selves as friends of the Irish have been actively naked aggression against a third world country
working to undermine the republican struggle. where US helicopter gunships were ordered tofire
A recentIrish ambassadorto the USA credits Tip on the very people whom Clinton claimed to be sav-

O’Neill and Edward Kennedy, the two most outspo- ing from starvation.
ken Irish-American politicians, as having ‘effec- The idea that Bill Clinton or any of his Democra-
tively cut off the support in the USA for the IRA’. tic supporters are going to exert pressure on Britain

| Tip O’Neill joined Ronald Reagan in 1985 at a party to withdraw from Ireland is pure fantasy. The only
| to’celebrate the signing of the Anglo-Irish Agree- lecture the British governmentis likely to get from

mentaimed at marginalising Sinn Fein. Bill Clinton is on how to pursue imperial interests
more effectively.

Lay down arms

When Bruce Morrisonvisited Ireland he met with
the Secretary of State for Northern Ireland as well as
representatives from the Ulster Unionist Party, the
SDLP, Sinn Fein and the Dublin government. Yet
Morrison’s request for a temporary ceasefire was
only aimed at Sinn Fein. Morrison shares the view
that the IRA is responsible forall the violencein Ire-
land.
If Morrison succeeds in persuading Clinton to

send a peace envoy to Northern Ireland, the aim will
be.to get the IRA to give uptheir fight for national
liberation.

The isolation ofIrish republicans has forced them
into a desperate search for allies around the world.
They will not find them among the murderers in the
White House.US peace envoy
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LETTER FROM THEWAR ZONE
Pauline has
recently become
a supporter of the
Irish Freedom
Movement in
Newcastle.
In August she and

her sister-in-law
visited the Six
CountiesofIreland.
Their trip was
plannedto coincide
with the West
Belfast Festival
culminating in the
annualanti-
internment

/ commemoration
_ march which was,
for the first time,
allowed to enter
Belfastcity centre.
On her return

Pauline wrote to
Irish Freedom with
someobservations
from her trip.
Dear Irish Freedom
| write to let you know my
impressions following mytrip to
Belfast. I'll start at the end,
Sunday's marchto the City Hall.
People marched from all over the
city, where a massive tricolour was
hung from the gates, obscuring the
empress mother's view out on to
the city. Cleaning work in progress
had already obscured ‘Belfast says
no!” behind the plastic sheeting.
People in the crowd spott f

Unionist councillors skulking
behind wire meshed windows.
Small boys waved tricolours from
the top of the ornamental
lampposts at the gates. Across the
way, a bannerheld aloft by a dozen
or so men proclaimed,
‘Ballymurphy ex-POWs: Ireland
unfree shall never be at peace’. We
sang the national anthem and a
great cheer wentup, drowning out
the wail of the helicopter.

It was difficult to make out what
the speakers were saying because
of the whineofthe helicopter, but

| the overall message was ‘We're
here. We've arrived. Nowtalk to

us: Twelve thousand people had
comeoutof the nationalist ghettos
and demonstrated their existence.
After 25 years they werestill there.
It felt like a victory.

That night as we walked into
the GAA club in Ardoyne everyone
wasbuzzing with stories of the
march. ‘Did you see the faces of
the RUCat the City Hall? Having
to standfor the “Soldier's Song”
Then weheard the news. Local
councillor Bobby Lavery's son
Sean had been murdered. Shot by
a Loyalist death squadin the front
room ofhis North Belfast home.
And yousee the faces of the RUC
and they're betraying nothing.

So whatis going on? The RUC,
arguably the most sectarian and
vicious police force in Europe
showing such patience and
toleranceat the City Hall, even as
the march dispersed and small
boys brandished tricolours at them
in glorious defiance. Has the same
force which extracted confessions
from five young menin
Beechmount, overnight learned to
love young nationalist boys?|doubtit.

The festival week was a massof
contradictions. Janet and | took a
trip over to Twinbrookto visit a
friend. It took us an hour andahalf
from picking up the black cab in

Ardoyne.First off was an RUC
roadblockon the Antrim Road.
Then an army roadblock by the
Unity Flats. Change taxis at Castle
Street. Wefinally get into
Twinbrook, which is fairly bristling
with soldiers and we're pulled up
by six of them.

Wefinally get to see them
operate at close quarters. They
have a van stoppedin frontof us.
(It's not white, soit can’t be IRA.)
Behindus a line of taxis gnd
private cars buildsup.

Our boys go about their
business as lethargically as
possible. They check the driver's
cence, his photograph, his cab
number, his registration number,
they even openup the bonnetand
pretend to checkthe chassis
number. Theypretend to write it

down. Then oneof them gets on
his radio, just out of earshot.
Another wanders round the back
of the cab and examines the boot.
There's yet another looking in the
back window atus. Janet nudges
me.A young soldier just outside

| automatic rifle. The soldier looks

|

traffic warden. ‘What are you

the windowof the cabis flicking
his finger on thetriggerof his

around 12-years old. Are the
soldiers getting youngeror are we
just getting older? ‘Don't say
anything’, hisses the old woman
opposite, knowing we are
‘strangers’. ‘Don't look at them!
Finally, the driver gets out. He's
had enough. The trigger-happy 12-
yearold backsoff a bit and, if you
close your eyes, you could almost
be on Golders Green Road
listening to a cabbie slagging off a

doing? You're just harassing
people.I’ve got a job to do. I'm
trying to earnaliving...: No reply.
The soldier nods towards the boot.
The driver opensit. ‘What're you
doing? That's my private property!
No reply.

The boot slams shut. The driver

_ ground. Watchtowersstraddling

| colluding with the death squadsto

gets backinside. The soldiers
confer. They look us up and down
again, like they're wondering
whether to shootus or waveuson.
They waveuson. As wepull away,
one ofthe soldiers approaches the
half-opened window of the cab,
reachesdeepinto his lungs and
spits. Headline: ‘Brit spits on Brits?
Subhead: ‘Women mistaken for
natives:

At the border the Army are
digging in.Literally. Crossing from
Newry to Dundalk and back, you
come up against the latest
technological refinementsin
border policing. Watchtowers,
underground bunkers and
unmanned, automatic checkpoints.
You approachthe checkpoint.
Slow down.Stopatthe red light.
An invisible camera takes your
picture. Two soldiers hidden inside
a reinforced windowless box check
you out, scanthe interior of your
car and run your registration
number through a computer.If
you're lucky, the light turns green,
you drive on, over the automatic
bollards which could shootout of
the groundat the merest flick of a
switch from inside the windowless
box. There have been a dozenor
so ‘accidents’ since the automatic
bollards wenton line.

Around Crossmaglen the Army
is almost invisible on the ground.
This is Europe 1993. No more
borders. The border has
gone...underground. Soldiers
belowthe earth communicate with

patrols in the sky. Andif you look
straight ahead andwish very, very
hard, you'd almostbelieve they'd
all gone away. Getting into Newry
is just like queuing atthe toll booth
for the Tyne Tunnel. And they say
the British want out of Northern
Ireland?! Yet there are 19 000
troops on the ground, under the
ground and hovering over the

the border. British troops and RUC.
are as dangerous and belligerent
as ever, whether they're giving you
a hard time at a roadblockor
launch attacks on nationalist
people. Theprisons remain full.
The Diplockcourtsare still the
engine of the conveyorbelt that
delivers thousands of young
nationalist people into maximum
security. So what's new?

Thestrength, resilience and the
spirit of freedom within people was
evident right through our stay.
Coming from the political
wastelandsofBritain, it hits you in

the face. But after the music, the
drinking, the debates, the march,
the checkpoints and everything
else that makes up Festival Week
in North Belfast, we were going
back to England. People there
were left to carry on.

The people of the Six Counties
are strong, politically intelligent and
weary of war. They long for peace.
| am convinced thatthe British
state is not preparing to pull out of
Northern Ireland. The evidence of
my owneyestells me that, but
more importantly, | don't see a
British state which takes for
granted the rightto intervene in
Bosnia, Iraq or Somalia
relinquishing its right to govern
within its own borders.

My trip made mefeel stronger
than everthat the time has come
for British people to analyse what
our government is doingin Ireland
and to challengeit at every move.
In this way we'reoffering real
support to people fighting for self-
determination in Ireland and
striking at the heart of their enemy.

So, there are my impressions.
Hope they are of some use. By the
way,| love the picture on the front
of the latest IFM bulletin. Is that |

intentional? The advert behind the
solder with the caption ‘Some |

headaches just won’t go away’.
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