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This excerpt is from an article which was published in An Solas/Workers Republic, magazine of the
Irish Workers Group, in January 1967, 1t was an atiempt ot an assessmenit of the history and poli-
tics of the IRA and of its conncetion with bath mainstream bourgeois politics and communist poli-
tics in drelond. At that time the rump IRA was ‘rethinking’ after the complete faiture of its
sitempt at a guerilia war on the Border in the fate *50s, formally wouad up eardy in 1962,

VO the 1939 IRA nulvary campaign in Engiand |

And so the IRAS haad of retribution fell en England... but it was 2 light hand by
any siandards. The plan was to strike af power centres efc. But the congenital ineffi-
cieney of the organisation, aggravated by the hiarrying of the Fianna Fail govern-
mend, reduce | any effectivencess it might have had. In modem wars resources and
produciivily re decisive. The only way (o beat a superior military techmique is to
disrupt it froia within, For proletarian revoh‘t-t‘iunarics this means extending the class
call into the cnemy’s camp: with this weapon the Bolsheviks succeeded in defeating
vastly superic) military forces. Bui the IRA's onilook excluded this, and, reduced o
a confrontati ' of wilitary technique, the campaign was ludicreusly ineffective. By
ifs ‘nation ag: ast nation” appreach it helped to alienate lhe'oniy potentially decisive
ally which co ld have been called in to tip the balance against the British ruling
class; and the miperialist propagandists were provided with aimple material to feed
British natior dism.

We are noi preaching a naive propaganda appeal to the British working class,
which has stil! to clearly separate its own identity from that of its rulers (a confusion
sanctified by ationalism). What was needed was to prepare links with the advanced
elements in tl > British labour movement, but this could only have been done by a i
workers” p.rt/ in Ireland. The IRA instead aided the imperialists to present the case
to the British workers in the worst light {though a number of unfortunate accidents
in the campaizn also contributed). The British workers actively sabotaged the inter-
vention by Bitish troops in Bolshevik Russia, i could — were its class interests
mvolved - hove thrown aside nationalisin and ceme to the aid of the Irish workers
ton,

The issue of bombing in Fngland ts not one of principle. All sections of all
oppressed nations have a vight fo wage war on their oppressors. Here it is a question
of appraising for their effectiveness the inethods which its outlook led the IRA to
adopt. The results of the ‘invasion’ bear out our confention that it was the least
efficient way to achieve the desired end. On the issue of principle sufice it {o
poini out that the British Trotskyists at that time, when British chiauvinism was ai
its height both before and during the war, openly defended the right of the IRA to
fight the Empire. They also defended the IRA victims of imperialism at a time whean
“His Majesty’s Communist Party’ supported the hanging of Republicans. But at the
same time they peinted to what was wrong with the tactics and conceptions of the
IRA and advocated the Bolshevik programme as an aliernative. {As did the Irish
Trotskyists who had seme following in the Dublin Fianna Lireann in the 193941
period)...

VO the IRA and the Protestant workers|

There is o further contradiction within Sinn Feln, and that is the discrepancy
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between iis basically petty bourgeois ideal and present day reality. Despite its recent
adoption of a slight ‘socialist” coloration. its ideal is an image of small capitalism as i
was 150 years ago, of small-island self-sufficiency. But when they find themselves in
power, realily dominates, and they guickly fall in which the prevailing forces of
modern society; demonstrating that the petty hourgeoisie, stratified and non-homo-
gencous, cannot play an indepeadent role today. they very sson emerpe without
their ideal as common or garden boustgeois sucial conservatives, merging with the fop
layers of society and dominating, in their interests, the lower fevels of the petty
bousgeoisie. :

The absence of a serious social policy in Sian Fein really amounts to acceptance
of the status quo; by forbidding discussion of the (uestion of class demination, i
aids the powers that do dominate in Irish society. In denying class conflict, it tends
to disguise its own class charzcter: its inability, throngh a lack of any proletarian
policy, to heal the bowgeois/imperialist-fostered sphit in the working class. Too
often, in fact, the implication of such gross IRA simplitications as ‘British-ocenpicd
Ireland’ could lead to attempting to conguer by force the norihern workoers: a Cun-
ception which is best calculated to perpetunte the division of the country. Bot whut
unity cowld there ever be on the basis of their mystical, vtopian dreams of a retumn
to smalt capifalism? The only unifying principle is the ciass one. following Larkin’s
example of 1907: but to fake this road would mean, for these petty bousgeois, com-
mitling suicide as a class. So they resort to their ‘wrap-the-green-flag-around-me’
Republicanism, which alienates the northern workers.

The usity of the workers of al! ircland will never be achicved by peopte with cven
# vestige leftin their heads of the iraditional Sinn Fein conceptions, the one thread-
bare idea of a mysiical pationalism - nor on the basis of a spurious ‘nativnal vnily’,
i.c. class collaboration, tying the workers to ihe bourgeaisic, it will be accomplished
by thuse who desiroy the beloved “nationat unity’ of the bourgeoisic - and of Sinn
Fein - in favour of a worker,small farmer alliance within freiand, and above al! of
the international unity of all workers (against both Sinn Fein’s dittie Ireland and
the bourgeoisic’s economic and political alliances with other bourgeois nations
wiiich at the present time threaten to drive many more thomsands off the Fand and
inte exile): it will take the form of a mrerciless, continuous campaign (o split oif and
temper in ali the fronis of the class struggle the truly revolntionary core of the prole-
tarian class party, fusing it together and freeing it from afl vacillators, all opporiun-
ists, all who would stop short of proletarian power, Working class unity will be won,
not in ‘unily” with the bourgeoisic  but agains? that unify.

On January 30 1972 Rritish paratroopers shiot down 13 unared civilians who had been on a
Republican march in Derry City. Not loug afterwards a bomb cxploded in the officen mess af
Aldershot barracks, killing an anny priest and five women cleaners. The target aimed at was, of
course, the officers, :

AETER BLOODY SUNDAY, TAN. 72

... IN ALL the liberal and humanitarian outrage at the slanghics there is a danger
itint the mam point will be inissed.
The point is that there are only two possible alternatives in Northern Ireland now.
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Either the Republicans will win, and Ircland be reunited according to the wishes
of the vast majority of her people, with as much astonomy for the Orange people as
is compatible with the rights of the majority.

Or the British Governmen. will be allowed to bludgeon the Northern Irefand
Catholics info submission to Westminster and Stormont.

The first is the only conceivable selution: the other would be a reactionary hold-
ing operation. It would be followed in due time, aficr 2 period of recuperation, by
anothier rising of the repubiican peeple.

Ireland’s centuries-long struggle for freedom is a series of wars of revolt, cach one
being crushed by “orce and fraud™: but only for 2 while.

Fach defeat was Tollowed by a new beginning - and a new revolt, ‘We shall rise
again’ became - and vemains - the way in which Repablicanism summed up its
history and asserfed its determination that (in the words of the great republican
Pearse) “Iretand unfree shall never be at peace’.

Let no oae be under any illusions about that. Let no one, horrer-siricken at
Derry, mumble about peace. Those who would bring real peace to Ireland must aid
the Republicans to victory.

There can be neither peace wor freedom while the puppet Stormont state exists.
‘That state imprisons against their will a Catholic minority bigger as a proportion of
the 6 County population than would he all the Proiestants in a united Ireland.,

The Northern Treland state is totally artificial, the resul of manipuiation by Brit-
ain of divisions among the lrish people, for er own ends. The argumeni that North-
crn Ireland must remain in existence ontil a majority of its people wani otherwise is
cod-"democracy’.

It is preposierous because the State is artificial and the majority completely
arbitrary.

freland, 32 counties, is the unit for majorities and mincrities, not an anificiaily
chosen 6 Counties sei up and protected as a British puppet siate...

ALDERSHOT, FERRUARY 1972

The response of the Left is denli with in the following article. OF groups erientating {o the lab-
our movement and the working class, only Workers Fight defended the 1RA’s righi to strike at

military targets in Britain. The IMG also defended the [RA - but the IMG then orienied (o uitra- )
left students and petly bourgeois radicals,

THE KILLING of 5 innocent British working women in the rish Republican Army
bomb explosition af Aldershot is a tragedy which all sympathisers of the Irish Rep-
ublican Army decply regret. it was an accident cavsed by a mistake in the timing of
a bomb, an accident regretted as bitterly by the Irish Republican Arimy as by us.

That was vne of the trmgedies of Aldershot. The personal one.

The other tragedy - the miliiavy and political ene - was that the explosion failed
in its objective 1o decimate the officer corps of the Parachute Regiment, which cold
boadedly butchered innocent working people in Derry on January 30,

That musi be saidd clearly and without liypocrisy.

The bosses” press is making good use of this tragedy to wipe out the memory of
Blaody Sunday. Socialists are pot in business to help them by wringing our hands in



horror.

The IRA i the army of a people which is now being repiessed and terrorised and
part of whose country is forcibly occupicd by the British Anny. We recogaise and i
delend the IRA'S right fo make war on the British state, and to attack legitimaic
military targets in Britain itself when and if it thinks vseful or necessary.

Just 1o compare Derry with Aldesshot is to see the vast difference between the
two sides in this war.

On one side it is the condinuation of a straggle for liberation that has tasted for
centuries, On the othier side it is o ruling class war of repression, state terror and
increasingly indiscriminate slaughier.

In Derry 3 weeks ago the British Government took a cold decision to make 2
bloody example of peaceful and unarmed civilians and its soldiers carried out that
policy with deadly efficiency.

At Aldershot the IRA chose o militpry target, intending 10 strike not even at ordi-
nary soldiers - as they are entitled to do — but at the Top Brass of the regimend,
The innocent civilians died by an accident of war, not, like those in Derry, as a resul
of a caleulated decision by murdering capitalist politicians.

Ouly pecple whose feelings, instincts and ideas line them up on the side of the
‘official’ violence of the Tory state against those it oppresses can equate Aldershod
with Derry.

Only a party like Her Majesty’s loyai ‘Labour’ opposition, those who, when last it
office, unleashed the Argyles and *Mad Mitch’ on the people of Aden, would help
get the Tories off ihe hook over Derry by joining the chorus of hypocritical
condemnation: not one Labour MP supporied Bernadettc Deviin in opposing the
emergency legislation which was rushed through the Commons to place the stamp o
‘legality” on the British Army terror - including the Derry massacre - in Ulster! No
a single one declined to endorse the Army in Ulster, even though they had all made
the expected noises of horror over Derry only 3 weeks ago.

For these ladies and gentlemen of the Right and of the Left, everything revolves
around the exchange of polite meaningless words, or eqnally meaningless ‘angry’
words, as they dance their quadrille and play musical chairs with the Tories in Parlia
ment. But when the realities of power politics intrude then all of them, without ex-
ception, know their place, and know which side they are on.

The revotutionary left must also know which side it is on,

But already revolutionary socialists and *Marxists’ are mixing pious declarations
that ‘Heath’ is reaily responsible for Aldershot with condemuations of ‘terrorism’.
Thus, for the ignorant, can be passed off as good Leninism.

But it has nodiing in common with Marxism or Leninism.

By “terrorism’ Marxists understand isolated acts of violence - often acts of
despair — by small groups or individuals cut off from the masses, without the
support of the masses, attempting to substitufe ininority action for mass action and
usually baving the effect of holding back mass action.

This is in no sense the case in Northern Irelaad today, where the mass of the nat-
ionalist population actively support the IRA, provide it with all the help and recruit
it needs, and look to it as their weapon, their militia.

The IRA backs up the Civil Rights mobilisations, the civil disobedience cam-
paigas, the rent strike: without its protection these ‘peacetut’ mass actions could no
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stand up to the state. Far from the IRA holding back mass action, the civil disobed-
ience movement is inconceivable without the IRA, And the IRA, in its present
phase, grew organically out of the mass movesnent of the nationalists.

The IRA tactic of bombings, ambushes and shootings of individual soldiers and
policemen are dictated by the overwhehning strength of the British military mach-
inc, not because they lack mass support. This &5 not terrorism as Marxists have
understood it and condemned it (though of course defending and supporting the
terrorists against the state, and defending the right of even individual terrorists to
fight against the imperialist state): i is guerilla warfare.

The IRA is not a terrorist organisation. Incidents like Aldershof are noi terrorist
exercises i any Marxist definition of the terms.

The pompous sclistyled ‘Marxists’ who seize on a superficial resemblonce in
tactics between the present gueritla war of the IRA and acts of individual terror are
not pillars of Marxist rectitude but meazly-mouthed dilettantes, hiding behind a mis-
understood. misapplied and utierly emasculated ‘Marxism’.

They fake sides “vigorously” and with aggressive “firmmness” alter a Derry miassacre
- and then deaw back smartly and put safe distance between themselves and the

IRA when an Aldershot tragedy occupies the front page of the newspapers. That is,
when it becomes vitally important no/ to Hinch.

Both Soculist Waorker and the Workers Press haven't just flinched: they have run
for cover,

Riding its well-oiled weather-vane, IS once more swivels round a fow degrees in
respouse to the changed moud of public opinion. They ‘support’ the IRA - but not
its right to sirike at military targets in Britain!

The blinkercd pedants of the SLL with their debydiated ‘British Trotskyism®
quoie Lenin aifacking individua! terrorisin and pass it off as if he were atiscking
guerilla warfare like that in Irelund (of which Aldershot was on extension). They
would turn one of the greatest of revolutionaries into a snivelling pacifist in seif-
Justification - Lenin, who advocated amd assisted the armed guaesiilas in 1905 and
defended the 1916 Easter Rising against psetado-Marxisis who called it a putsch.

What Workers Press and Socialist Worker™s designation of the IRA as ferrorigt, and
their reaction to Akiershot, means is that they fear the effect on the average British
worker. They fail to reabise that a major part in fighting for socialist ideas in the
working class is the Fight against chauvinist, backward ideas,

Instead of standing firm sganst the backlash, they partially refleet 2.

Insicad of defending the right of the IRA to fight back. they use pscudo-
Marxist arguments as o cop-ont.

No British socialists have the right 1o tell the IRA not {o {ake action — including
retaliation for cold-biooded murder in Dervy - against fcgitimate military targets in
Britain. To do so for fear of the reaction of the British working class is {0 deny the
right of an oppressed nation to fight for freedom,

1t is not a main responsibility of ihe IRA, fighting against massive odds and an
cnemy with intmense resources, (o taiior its military tactics (o make life easy for the
British feft.

It is our responsibility to confront the chauvinism and lack of Qm!ursim‘lding ol
fayers of the British waorking class  and fo fight {o change it
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Soctalist Worker and Workers Fress, from fear of the anti-iRA backlash, ium
themselves into muted expressions of such a backlash and thereby render themselves
fncapable of fighting the backlash effectively. In fuct, in deing this, they themselves
sontribute to the backlash and become patrt of i1,

The probiem is not the “Serrosisig’ uf the TRA bui thie failuve of the British fefi {o
sxplain the justice of the Irish canse {0 the masses of the working class.

Socialist Worker and Weorkers Press evade the principled issue and obliquely
pander to the chauvinisin which they fear, ming prefabricated Marxist’ rationaiisa-
tions against “terceiism’ as o cover.

The aitack on the officers’ mess showed that the IRA knows ity encmy: noj the
Britixh peaple but the rufing class and their armed and pampered mercenaries,

The IRA know their eoviy . British labonr must Iearn to know its friends and
alfies against the Tory rufinng cliass,

We must refuse (o allow tha raling class {o use the tragic and accidental death ol
menibers of our class o justify its crimes in Northern Ireland.

- And we must, above sil, wndersiand that the wiy to end the killings and the viol-
enee is to take sides with the IRA s hedp it to bicak the strangichold which Brii-
ain st maintams on breland.

There is no other road 1o peace in Ireland but the defeat of British imperialism,

BLoovy  FridAY, Suiy 192

Shacked by the werdd-wide reaction in ‘Bloody Sunday’, and probably by the skinghier in Derry,
the British government in March 1972 sholished Profestant ‘Home Kule” in Northorn Irefand and
put the area under direct British rule. There followed a periead i which British government
ministers wegotiated dircetly with the Provisional IRA. There were cessefires and fruces - every-
thing seened (o be in the melting pot. ;

The Official IRA {from which beth the preseni-tay Workers Party snd the INLA/IRSP derive)
was furced 1o declare a coaselive, which proved permanest, by a large hostile demonstastion of
Catholic women i Derry aginst them afrer they shot a Tocs! boy, 18 years old, on g visit to his
pareqis from Hritish Ariny service.

The Provisional IRA was far more flexible, more sensible, and less blocdihirsty abont such
things: they made great capital and made the British fook smali by comparison when they captur-
od oad then refeased a high-ranking British A riy officer.

Then after the ceasefire broke down cume *Bloudy Friday’. 26 explosions in Befiast kified 11
people and injured §30. Seven dicd when a bomb exploded in 8 crowded bus station, and four
by an expiosion ia a shopping centre. OF the 11, two were soldiers. The dispute shout whether
warnings were given or heeded is referrtd to in ihe excerpt. \

This gave the British the political conditions they needed fo snash down the barricades which
had once sgain gone up in Derry and Helfast after Bloody Susday. In ‘Operation Motorman® they
smashed down the Catholic sell defesce barricades. Among other consequences, this opened the
waty over the next 18 months to an orgy of soctavian assassinations of Catholivs by Protestants,

THE IRA, and our attitude to it, has again beceme the touchstone for serious
upponents in England of the Tory Government and its policies. Seiziag on the
revalsion produced by the Belfasi bumbings as justification, the Brifish Army is
stepping up ils offensive against the IRA. Already it has invaded par! of Cathaolic
Belfast, which fed to the mass protest evacuation of thousands of working class
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Maore invastons are likely. A bloody invasion of Free Derry could well be on the
cards, now that the plans to build a ‘Bedin Wall’ around the Bogside have had to be
abandoned. Certainly there will be a move hack io British Army terrosisation

families,

of the Cathelic areas in operations to ‘weed out” the IRA that is, to break the
‘will of the Cathotic population (o ge on supporting the HRA,

§% people arc alieady undergoing “decp inderrogation” by the forturers of the
:Ruyal Ulster Consiabulary , tolfowing a big rowed-up. A massive rise in the number
“of interpees is probable.

Brifish sociabisis must be clear on what the ssues are.

Haorror at the Blitz in Beifast will be widespread. This bleody holocaust of ordin-
ary peopic is intended by the IRA (o pressurise the British Goverpment and the
Army - thai i, to influeace the caliow men respousible for the sitwation in the

st place. But the Tories are only too ghad fo exploit the revalsion and the horrot at
such slaughter as i Bellast to manipuiate the two sides, Protestant and Caihoiic,
even to the poin of civil war, in order ta keep centrol of the Novthera freland situa-
finn and ensure that the only changes are those that iley want.

The brief iruce broke down because of intolerable provocation by the UDA and
the British Army. Lver since Direct Rule, ithe Army  suppuosedly the great peace-
keeper, keeping apart the Green and Orainge forces — has allowed the Orange gangs.
the Unionist supremacists of the UDAL to drill openty and arm openly. The licensed
killers of the Biitish Army, some of them roawning around as freelance plain-clothes
gangs, joined the UDA in the assassination of suspected republicans. Nor is il a secret
that the UDA heavily overlaps with the Ulster Defence Regiment, officiaily part of
the British Army, in men, officers, und even equipment.

fmmediaicly the military pressure of the iIRA campaign was withdrawn, Ring-
muaster Whitelaw began to bend under UDA pressure, hardening against the Catholics
Cathaolics.

It is imporiant fo grasp wiy the sitaation ‘deteriorated’ so quickly after the truce.
The British policy of balancing within the fixed and unquestionable framework of
the 6 Counties meant that the heaviest weight in the Six Counties seesaw (the
Orange weight, for whose advaniage the 6 County bafance was arranged in the first
place) reasseried itseif inexorably.

" Having got their ceasefire with the Provisional IRA, 1he issue was posed (o White-
law and the govermment: siand up to the UDA. That would have meant, unavoid-
ably, breaking the framework, gquestioning the 6 Counties. Instead they tumed on
the Cathofics, alinost as if 1o spare the UDA the trouble of doing so. The policy of
‘halance” within the 6 Counties demanded it.

The confrontaiion at Lenadoon Avenue, with the Armiy ramming a removal van
rehousing refugee Catholics, was as far as the IRA was prepared {o allow that to go
without hitfmg back.

‘The ruthlessness of the 1RA is a product of decades of repression within the arti-
licial Orange state, carved out by imiperialist violence against the will of 4J% of its
people and of 757 of the whole Irish pecple. The Caihoiic masses — and heir nuiitia

have been Jriven to a desperate once-nand-for-all battie to break the Yartition
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framework.” he Nnrthvn‘r Ireland Catholics fight in isolation, in the most unfavour-
able conditic s imaginable. The reargoard of the frish fight for nationsl freedom,
they are betr yed and abandoned by the ‘leaders’ of the irish mation, and are simul-
tancously cu off from the allies that wrmu!d make an advance on a socialist b:;fis :
pussible -t} = Orange majority of the Northern freland warking class,

Nevertlick ss they have risen in the ast three years with tremendous nudacity and
conrage...

We empha ically support the cause of the 1RA and their right io fight the British
Army andt it allics with every wenpon they have, both defensively and ‘oifensively’.
OfF all the Br tish socialist groups we most craphatically detended the right of the
IRA 1o strike at military targets in Britain itself . and endorsed the attack on Alder-
shot barrack: | despite the accidental deaths of civilians. We have not changed this
position.

Those in B iain who cover for the Biitish Aciny assassination squads, and now
yet again for the RUC torture squads, should shut up about the IRA ‘murder gangs’

and “terrorist”. However. there are timits to the silence imposed by the political
responsibitity indeed the moral duty - fo stand apart from the anli-IRA hypo-
crites. Suppo t for the IRA agamst British imperialism and iis stilitary allies cannot
exclude critic sm when they mdiscriminately bomb civilians,

CORRECTION

IN THE LAST issuc Warkers Fight criticised the rish Republican Army for indiscsi- )
minately bon bing civilians, At the time of writing information wis very scanty and
we belicved that the Beliast bombings were preceded by an warnings worth speaking
about. We now know thai in fact warniigs of an hour or more were given (o o num-
ber of agencics in Beltast and were, cortaindy, i the hands of the army in plenty of
time (e esacutte the area.

Wiy were ‘hey not evacuaied? Wiy were the wamnings suppressed” Why did the
autherities allow the bombs to explode in areas crowded wiih peaple?

The Beliast bombings gave ihe Army a much<desired public ‘Justification” {o
mvade the no-go areas which the Catholic victims of police and army ferror had
erecied m sel-defenee, f

If Witliam Whitclaw had written the seenario he couldn’t have found oie better
caiculated for his aims, The suspicion is inescapable that the Asmiy brass which had
ariron grip on Bellast before and during the bombing consciously desired the
bloody carnane as 2 propaganda weapon against the IRA.

These men are, alier all, the butchers of Derry, respousible for shooiing down 13
atEemed civitians in January

The real criticism of the HA is that ifs current actics lend themselves 1o such use
by the Army and are, even with warniugs, largely inditicrent (o the effeets on ordin-
ary people. As such they are self-defeating. The line ai which damuage to the econ.
omy and the rulers of Northern treland merges with the Lielp they give to (he Army
by provokiog the Protestant workers and densoralisivg: many Catholies is Increasingly
difficult 15 distinguish.
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But in crificising the Republicans’ tactics in their siruggle, we must be absoluiely
clear that our basic attitude is support for them in that struggle, for the s Huleter-
mination of Ireland and against British imperialism.

'MARXISM £ TERRORIM'

Most of the ‘revoiutionnry left” took refuge, when the hombs went off at Aldershot, o pedantic
pseudo-Marxist condemnation of ‘individual terrorism’. This was not at alf a proper d scription of
what was happening in Northern Iretuand or of its spill-overs into Britain, Workers ¥ ig 1t tried ina
number of articles to clarify the isswes: the following was printed together with trans ations of two
.short comments by Rosa Luxemburg on real acts of individual {errorisin againsi 4 Tsarist
official and, in 1916, against the Austiian prime minister by the prominent Austric 8 socialist,
Friedrich Adles.

THE STRUGGLE in ireland set the cat of reality among the complacent sigeons of
the revolutionary movemeni. For a long time they bad got along with sta cments of
sympathy for vavious forms of armed struggle - so long as they were a lo g way off,
Suddenly the British revolutionary movement shewed it was ‘British’ fies and “revo-
lutionary’ second. And noihing showed if as well as their reaction to the rombing of
the Aldershot barracks last March. '

All at once the theoretical paraly ties of the Socialist Labour League, ¢ e Internat-
ional Socialists and the ‘Militant’ rooted about for excuses to condemn t e action.
Their united cry: it was terrorism, and terrorism is opposed to Marxism, - nd there-
fore Marxists opposed lerrorism.

Not only was this an absurd blanket statement and an illogical one at ¢ at, but i
did not tackle the real matter ot hand. What we were witnessing in the ca e of Alder-
shot was not terrorism at all — it was an episode in g war between one co amuaily
with its militia and imperialism. To confuse this with tevrovism is to miss the whole
point - the political point of the matter. War is a systematic use of terron by the
army of one pation, class, or community against another, Systenutic {errorisin is 2
line of struggle of the oppiessed within a society against the oppressor members of
that society or their agents. Marxists believe that e¢f fective struggle against oppress-
ion must always depend on the activily and consciousness of the masses, and conse-
quently are opposed to terrovisin if it substitutes for mass action.

To confuse war, simply because it is of an urban or rural guerilla type, with ferror-
ism, is to fapse into wentifying the character of political strategy by the techniqgue
involved. But if this confusion is serious — and it is — il is nothing te the confusion
of groups like 1S on Aldershot. This group, always eager to “free Marxism from
sterile dogmatism’, ends up frecing reportage from all truth. The Aldershot bombing
wis described by them as ‘individual assassination” (in a reply to a crifical letter to
their paper).

More like collective asininity - on IS’s leaders™ part! How can the atfack by a
detachment of one aniny on the barracks of another in a war be thought of as ‘indivi;
dual assassination’?

The franslation of these articles by Rosa Luxemburg should help to set the record
straight on the question of terrorism — particularly for the self-proctaimed disciples
of Rosa Luxemburg in IS
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On 215t October 1916, Friedrich Adler, son of Victor Adier the feader of the Aus-
trian Labour Party, snd himself a prominent member, assassinated thie Prine Minis-
ter of Austria. In her brilliant article on this event, Rosa Luxemburg lvoks at what
she calls “the incluctable faw of cause and effect™. The assassination could not, she
argues, be seen outside of the context of “the unbroken shadow of suffering and
hopelessness™.. and that “everywiicre the cry of the oppressed is stifled by ihe
stranglehold of tymnny”, “l was this semi-Asiatic atmosphere™, with the utter be-
trayal of the workers by their leaders, that caused the eveni.

Similarly, In her two articles on the Russian terrorist movement, “Terror’ and *On
the question of terrorism’, she points oot that once the mass movement has got
underway — the second of these arficles was writfen inmmediately after the great
nutreh on the Winter Patace of 1905 that marked the beginning of the resolutionary
wave in Russin - the maiter must be considered dif ferently,

As “terror us a systematic method of political struggle was the historical product
of pessimistn ™ and there were no longer prounds for any pessimism, i was at best an
anachronistic method — one no longer suited to the situation and the times, But this
uinderstanding did not fead ber to condenmn ferror even at that pesiod in the blanket
ignorant way of our conrades on the feft. “This doesn’s meant that indivdual acty
of terror are peither useinl nor sipnificand any more”, she says. The poinf is that
they are part not of systematic terrorism buf of systemafic mass action. 7 hey can be
a part of this, though always a suburdinate pasi,

Let us taken an example from our times, the so-catied Munich imassacre. This was
carricd out by the ‘Black September” movement, which draws its very narae from
the date of ilie pulverising defeat sustained by the Palestinian fedaveen ar the hands
of Britain’s dainty hutcher. the Jordanian King Hussein. Iis nane 8 ils essence:

pessimisn, -

With that we ke an observation but not a judgment. Of course, for (nose with
their snouts in the trough of the welfare staie and broad civil rights, pessimism, the
endiess arctic inidnight of cl-cspair that comes from a defeat like that of S ptember
1970, is anknown. When we point oui then thai the Black Seplember meovement
was born ouf of pessimisi we Jo pot presune io scoff at this or the weal nesses of
the Patestinian liberation movement. On the contrary, these observations must serve
(6 make us all the more deterinined te fight for their cause, {o strengtl en their
novement as much ax we can and to resist all the more any concessions to Zionisym,

Marxist support of the line of mass struggle is o excuse for any ignora il ultimai-
isnz on this question. We cannot say that we only support when i is mass strugole, or
even that we always criticise when it isn’t After all, after the defeat of Se piember
what mass struggle could there be? Making it an absoluie condition of sup prort shows
a total indilference to and an cssentially imperialist disdain of the diffis uliies of

struggie in the context of bloudy reaction.

And ihe weli-cirenlated argunmient that Marxists should oppese (erros b cause it
gives the ruling class an vpportanity to justify repression is nonsense, Do s advaoc-
aies suppose that the ruling class is incapabie of CIZANISING dpents provoc: feurs?

The second element in this relationship of the development of the mas. move-
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ment to ferrorism is fhe question of response. In November 1963 someore, probably
Lee Harvey Oswald, shot President Kennedy of the USA. Now no one can doubt
that Kennedy's well-manicured hands were in fact indelibly stained with he biood
‘of millions of Indochinese people; no-one whao is willing to open his eyes can fail to
see in Kennedy imperialism’s number one buicher.

The Fact that butchers don’t wear their blood-stained aprons to cockia | parties
doesn’t hide their frue profession. So killing him might be compared to the assassin-
ation of Sergius Romanov by the Socialist-Revolutionary Kaliaiev in February
1905. The movement in Russia was of course massively more developed as a fruly
mass affair than in the America of 1963,

The csseniinl difference lies in the response. -

Although Kennedy was guilty of far more heinous crimes than ‘the vampire of
Moscow’, the action of his assassination had the effect of outraging ihie sy mpathies
of the working class. In other words, if terrorism is sysiemaiic and therefure to be
fudged as a factic, then the act must speak for itself. I ain action is {o be its own
advocate if must fail on receptive ears. We can be sure that Sergius Romanov's killing
did that! As Rosa Luxemburg says, “these responses are so naturat to any civilised
person”. :

The military action of the IRA, which we support, nceds to have a *hase and
‘Tavourable response’ within the Catholic/Nationalist pepulation, rather than the
British working class. This is fundamental. When one nation oppresses ane ther, as
Britain oppresses Ireland, as the French oppressed Algeria, as the “Israelis’ oppress
the Palestinians, the oppressed are 70! required to scruple about the sensivilities of
the oppressor nation. After ail, are the Vietamnese o scruple over whether they
offend American sensibilities in their inspivingly heroic struggle? Were the tortured

and maimed Algerions to take care nof to vatrage the ‘civilised” standards of the
French? No! Of course not! p

I vou confuse terrorism within a single community and warfare befwe n com-
munities or nations then it foilows that you will confuse precisely whose esponse it
is that is heing sought. If it is an act of terrorism then it must relaie to the sensibili-
ties of the appressed of that conunanity.

Oue hardly asks for acts of warfare fo be sympathetically received by the enemy
army or the citizens of the opposing state, The mind boggles at such a cotcept of
war!

And yet... Socialist Worker on March 11th 1972 wrifes, “We have (o be critical of
(i IRAs tactics) when they attempt to substituie individual assassinations { ' for
the building of 5 mass movement in Brifain™ tour emphasis). Truly a gem of confus-
ed idiocy!

1 o trenetic attempl fo treat the event as ‘individual assassination’, 1S vent on fo
say. “¥For every army olficer Killed in Britain, the Tories have o thousand eplace-
ments™. Well, one might equally write, “for all the army ofticers kilted an where in
the wortd " Why Britain? For the same reason that the first condemmition of
“terrorivm’ appeared when that “terrorism’ crossed the frish Sea and had 1l ¢ sudacity
o intrude on IS peacelul preserve.

But what of the general sentiment? it is a senfence faken out of the vocabulary of
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terrorist attacks on selected persoins -~ peliticians ;m(-i the like
abulary of descriptions of war againsi CPPressor anmes. . ;i
The teue faith of the revolutionary tias always been expressed in the line, ‘ dic,
4 thousand witl spring up o fake my place™. 1S, having stood lhcnﬂry um‘i ra«:‘g!;tzz uf;
their heads, now proceeds to do the same with sentiment: totally inverting it. Social-

noi cul of the voo

ist Worker gives us the very essence of pathetic, "“-""“"’“”f‘! fic{t‘“ﬁ’:’m'

Where forces of occupation, ar, even more, settlersociciies are nwu_hml, theie
does scem at an extremely superficial view 1o be a voincidence of terrorism and war,

Look at a case like Cyprus. There the Hritish press was full of cries about the
errorist’. In fact, there was simply 2 way going vn beiween the foree of m._-cn;):uiuu
and the popular militia of ‘irecgutars’. What was being alteapted was not the over-
thtow of a state but the ousting of a force of oceupation. I servicing winits of the
army, like teachers at the army schools, or the families of servicemen, get killed, it s
because they are a part of the garrisen of occupation in a war,

In Algeria and Kenya we saw wars of liberation against a garrisoned arnay plus a
local settler class. This settler class in eacu case was organically tied {o imperialisim
as a ‘community’ and was opposed by ‘the people’ demanding freedom,

In tease of Israel we see a society which Tor all its class divisions, efe. still forms
in relation to the Palestinians o disfined and organic community . Of coursce there are
a conrageous few revolutionary activists sympathetic (o the Palestinian couse, but
the central defermining reality is that of 2 united Fionism against the Palestinian
forces and net the divisions within Isrel.

The tactics of the wariare used by the Palestining refugees and their ar ned forces
against Iseael may have appeared (o be techoically similor {0 terrorism be ween the
periods of Muli-seale conventional war, as in June 1967, bat were in Iacet ¢ sisodes in
an ongoing suerilla-type war.

After September 197¢, however, such was the decimation of the Palestinisn fore-
es af the hands of Hussein that the subsequent armsed actions were no lon ser in the
coudext of a war. They becwme conrageous but futile acts of desperation in the
Main. ;

The clearest of these was the sheer lunacy of the Lodd airport massacn . Only the
blackest despondency could give rise fo an event of such irrational sand abaless fury.
Indeed the fact that it was a groun of Japancse ‘revolutionaries” that carri « it oul
was perhaps the most convineing sign of the tolality of the defeat soifere | by the
Palestinions and the radical moral and political degeneration that prevaile 1 in a part
of 2 once visorous movemendt.

In contrast to this there have been bi-jackives and incidenis iike the M nich mass-
acre which are tactics devoted fo a definite end: usually the frecing of prioners hiekd
by ihe eppressor. There have been many successes for this tactic which is valuable
given ils limited aims. 1 has nof been put forward as cither a tactic {o wi s war or
overihrow o government.

Many of the reports of the activity of the ‘gueriils’ groups in South An ericn, how-
ever, show a strange kdea of the idea of popular response and saass participation.

An Argentinan group, for instance, recently Lidnapped the exeruiive « £ a meat-
packing factory, agreeing to free him il they were given money and meat or the
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peuple.

fronically | it is precisely ihis final touch, thiy ‘orientation lu the

= : workers”, which
15 wrong. The whole action smacks of the ‘benefactor :

approach. The response «
: : 4 se of the
wOorkess is seen 1o be (heir passive applaudiag of the act, and their

limited (o the receipt of weat pareels,
I is precisely sueh acts which mduce

partici sation &

| passivity it the masses. The work ers and
p‘t‘ﬂ-\‘-‘inls fearn to await the ‘avenging hand’ of the ‘defiverer’. This is the basic danger
of terrarism us o stratepy: despite (usuaily ) the intentions of the terrorist Litrcf. f{‘f-‘
tively sees the revolution taking place with the participation of ne-one b { the olite
of the terrorist group, wheo Jike Robin Hoods now give ihe poor the state (raiher
than meat parcels) that they have siclen from the rich. e

PRESS STATEMENT, Sep 1973

Early on the moming of September 25 1973, after the second wave of hombings it Loudon, Work.
ers Fight headquarters was eaided by baif o dozen piain clothes police, a couple of the 1 anned.

25th September 1973 - EARLY THIS MORNING ihe headeguarters of ¢e Trotsky-
ist Workers' Fight crganisation was raided by seven Special Brauch detect ves, acting
on a warrani secured ander the Crimminal Damages Act Trom Bow Street ¥ agistrates
Court, dated 24.9.73. They remaoved a large number of addresses, inchu ding an
address bouk, the full fist of subscribers 1o sur publications, and cven an old list of
subscribers to the guarterly jorral Workers” Republic, which Workers Fiy hi fonmer-
ly produced whica it was part of the now deiunct Irish Workers Group.

This rand, insignificant though it be compared with daily happenings in Northern
frefand, i (0 our knowledge the first full vaid and svarch of the headegrt ors of any
revolutionsry organisation here. Fois only fthe latest example of ihe iners sty Draross-
ment and atiempted intimidation of those in Britain who support the fris 1 Repubhi-
can Ay against the snny of the Brifish valing class,

Warkers Fight holds that the British Army bas no right to be i frelznd The IRA.
the nutitia of the eppressed Catholic popuiniion, has every right to fight {» drive
them aut of freland by force. and to call for the support of those in the Beitish jub-
cur movemett who believe in freland’s right te self-deternmiaation.

Logicalty i€ has the vight fo take the war agsiasi the foress of the Britis 1 Govern-
ment into Britain itself. In principle we support ifs right 16 do what i thicks nieces-
sary. if there weee oo 2ritish soidiers i treland there wouk! be no bonibs i English
cifies, whether they are being planied by Republicans or by agenis of the Pory gov-
crinment to diseredit Republicans in the eves of the British working class,

However, we are pot entively convinced that the bombiugs, or ol the bombings,
are the work of republicans or their syinpathisers, Since the mast likely boneficiaries
of a spasadic bombing campaign in Britain will be the British goverimuent there is
no reason why that Government, whose agents set off bembs in Dublin last Decem-
ber to help push anti-ERA fegistation thromgh the Dail, should not do the umoe in

Lundon.

Whaoever is responsible, and while we believe that if the Republicans are respons-



L4

ible they are inaking a factical mistake, we realfinn our active support for and soli-
darity with the TRA apgainst the Bedish Army,

For us the encimy is in Downing Sireet, the City of London and the boardrooms
of firms like Chrysler and other capitalist finns. The British ruling class and the Tory
goveriiment gre the enemy of both ihe British workers and the Irish peopie.

Workers Fight will continue to do ifs best (o explain this viewpoint to ihe growing
number of British workers who are prepared to listen to it

AHE BIRMINGHAM BOMBINGS,
NOV. 1976 ¢ 1) EDITORIAL

tir Novembis 1974 bombs weie set off in two discothegue pubs in the centre of Birmugham, with
terrible camage. Precisely whe was respoisible is not clear — probably those now i ja | for

it were framed, But no informed opinion today that 1 know of questions that Republ sans of some
sort were responsible. Feeling had been running bigh in the Irish communily aftesan RA hunger
siriker, Michael Ganghan, died i iail. David O'Councll, then believed to be chief of st ff of the
IRA, publicly claimed not to know who was responsible but sdmitted it could Suve b en Republi-
cans. AWF repripted his statement},

There followed a powerful hacklash against the hish conmmunity in Britaio and aga ast social-
isis. A member of Workers Fight, Johp Bryapt, was driven out of Lis job at a Birmingl s eagineer-
ing factory , sucked en the demand of the stewatds” commitice. The Labour povernme it broupght in
the Prevention of Tercorism Act, and many Irish peaple were deported.

The revelutivmiry feft condemaed the bowbing. The IMG varied the condemnatior in o weah
and peltifogging avticle written by Torig Ali (Clarisss Howard") which tricd to evade 11¢ issue by
denying that Republicans were or might have been responsibie,

WE's response was entirely in line with the principic we outhined eatly in 1972, wh i, alone on
fthe feft except the IMG, we supported the IRA’S right to sirike ai the officers’ mess 5 Aldershot

Lawrie White, whose eriticisin of Workers F ight is reprinted here, was » prominent MGer (ox-
SLL) whe licr went on (o greater things: be was the leader of the IMG Spartacist gro p o couple
of years ago.

THE EXPLOSIONS in two Birmingham pubs lasi Thursday night were pr. Dably the
work of Jrish republicans, They were deliberate and prresumably caleulate: acts of
indiscriminate slaughter of civilians people in no way directly connecter with the
war in brebnd.

Revolutionary sociabists, especiall ¥ those who solidarise with the IRA, | ave a duty
to denounce and condemn this indefensibie and senseless slaughter,

Warkers Fight has consistently supported the Irish republican strugsle, neluding
the right of the IRA to strike at military targets in Brituin. We continne (0 side wifh
the republicans. We defend theis right to fight o hiberate (heir conniry from the
terroy regime tinposed by the British ruling class and its army in Northern Ireland.

But iast Thursday’s explosions are simply indefensible on any prounds military,
political or moral. Unless they were the result of o ghastly series of miscal ulations,
they signal an entirely new departure. So far, civilian casunbties have bes i by-
products of atiacks on military or econonsic targets, nerer the objcetive. ¥ andom
staughter of civilians, with bombs and bullets, bas breen the work of the Orange
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bigots protecied by the British Army, and sometimes the work of the Army itself
and its underground SAS units. ‘ :

Scif-cvidenily, the Birmiingham explosions hiave no military value to the republi-
can canse. Even ihe bombings at Guildiord, however horrifying, hit at British Army
personnel whio would soon have been terrorising the Northern Ireland Catholics.
And most of the bombings in Northoern Ireland have had the rational military objec-
tive of striking at the cconomy of Northern Ireland.

But the Birmingham boinbings are of no such character.

The Birmingham bombings arc indefensible politically . too. In fact they are poli
tically very sitpid. They may have been infended to help create mass feching in Brii-
ain for British ariny withdeawal. But they are far more likely to comsolidate opinion
behind the government. They have already fed (o a mushrooming growth of the
extreme right, the British allies of the UDA. As long ago as the Second World War, it
was shown that civitian populations are nos swayed by a bombing bliiz, even such
obliteration bombing as the RAF earricd out in Dresden.

Becanse such methods are militarily and politically futile snd indefensible, ihey
are also morally indetensible. Is it really necessery to match the bacbarism of the
ruling class in its callous slaughter of civilians?

The republican attitude is the product of years of bratalisation by the British
Army. They kve amidst Army ferror, torture, concentration camps, and someiimes
straight random murder by the Anny. The criminal indifference of the British
people fo the Army’s murderans jackboot sule in Northern Ireland is part of the pro-
cess of brutalisation. But even if we understand the cause, we cannod approve the
resuft.

We cannot expect or demand that the TRA ivim ifs altacks on military or stafe
targeds (o what the British werking class wouid anderstand’: all the more so as the
British working class has signally fatled (o understand or sympathise with the
republicany’ struggle.

Nevertheless, thic labour movemeni s porenticd’v an ally | even a decisive one, of
the repubicans. To explain fo militan{ Brtish workers why the IRA has a right fo
fight the British Aemy and to attack it in Britain - that is part of the battle to ciman-
cipate British workers from chauvinisim and inake tlicm into atics of the republican
struggle. That is the job of Brtish revolutionaries, witatever the difficubties. Awd i i
possible, But it is nnpossible (o ‘explain’ or justify indiscriminate and senseless
slavghtfer such a in Birmingham. Such slaughter can only, necdlessiv, push the
pofential allies ot republicanism into the aims of the British ruling class, Svbjcered
fo runiddom atiack on the basis of their nationglity, itlicir chatevinisin is reinloreed

The vamage in Birmingham has not merely brought the full horeor of war into
Britain. N also threatens fo bring inte the Bridish woerking class the deep divisions
and commimal hatreds that have crippled and poisoned the Northern breland work-
ing class.

Revolutionaries in Beitain have never had anv reason {o suppori the IRA bar one

- i, and it alene, was leading a war of lberation agatnst "our ewn’ ruling dass. The
talk common i sections of the lelt about ‘Prove-fascists’ was and is standorons or
ignorant nonsense. Nevertheless their politics are not aar polities. Srppore has meand
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support against our awn rufing class and its army it did not imply polizicd supporg.

Now. conversely, opposiiion fo the apparent new turn towards hitting civilian
targets does not imply or necessitate any basic change in our pusiticn of solidarit ¥y
with the republican struggle: they are still fighting o just war against ‘our own®
imperialism.

We comdemn; we do not change sides.

Any soldier fighting in au army (o whose cause he is totally committed mighi
utferly object to some factic or action snd find it indefonsible without abandon-
ing his cause, and certainly withoni Joining up with ihe encmy. it is in that spirit
that we say: we condomn the Birmingham bombing: and we remain fully committe
to the cause of an independent sociatist freband, and in solidarity with those now
lesding the fight for rish independoence,

in the final anuiysis, the British govertuent and ruling class are responsible for
the bombings in Birmingluam, as they are direcily responsible for the terror in Nurih
e Ireland. Britain simply fas no right to be in freland; the IRA is fighting o just
war lo get it out. Either the IRA will win thai war and unily Ireland, or the repuibii
ani population will be bealen down for nevw, Bui there will donbtless be a new
uprising affer an inferval - as fliere always has been foltowing Britain’s bloody
victories aver the Irish in the prast.

There is only one solution: 3 uni ted, independent Ireland with internal astonumy
for the Protestant minority.

The duty of socialisis in Britain is clear:

) Firmily dissociate from any bombing campaign aimed af the civitizn populaiion

b} Maintain and fight for o pasition of continued solidurity with the IRA,

) Delend civil liberties in Britaig, Emergency powers against the TIRA wili be use
against ithe whole working class. Police power to hold ‘suspects’ for seven days at
their mercy will apply not onty 1o IR A ‘suspects’ but o militani pickeis, demonsia
fars, eic in the class struggles that are inuninent

<) Stand against the inevitatile backiush that will hit the pro-republican Yeft and
probably the whole rish cominunily in Brifain,

¢} We must point oui the inconsistencies, the hiypocrisies and the donble stand-
ards. Workery in the Midlands have sivaek and demonstoated over the Birminglinn
explosions, hut tisey never turned a fair over the slanghter of 13 marmed vivilians
i Berry nor the hundreds of seciarian ntusders (almost entirely of Catholics. and
over iwo dozen in the past month slone) nude possible by British Army action {a
suppress the Catholics’ self-defence: nor over fhe toncentrstion camps existing wiih-
in the ‘UK’ for 3% years: nor the British Army tervor in Belfast, nor the nonsirous
injustice of the Orange state, which has been the precundition for all these horrogs,

The torn and smashed bodics of kids i discotheqgue pub are terrible {0 contem-
plate. Bui are they more terrible 1o centtemplate iz the mangled bodies of chifdies
smashed by British armoured cars in Belfast, women blinded by rubber buliets fired
i their faces, babies or old peaple choked by €S 2as, or unarmed people <hoi down
it cold blood by the British Army? Only i viewed throush nationalist speciacles,

The problem for the British feft is to cut throaph the instinctive nationalise reflex-
es which are now producing a pro-government and anti-drish backlash. The past cow-
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ardly evasions of the lef't over Ireland, its outright capitufation io chauvinisi over
the Common Market (and the previous indifference of the labour movement fo anti-
colonial strugples) are now catching up with it wenaring 7-league boots. Fascists
organisations like the National Front are growing and able o entist large-scale
support o the drish issue.

We must fusist on the raling class’s responsibility for the war and all its consequ-
enves, and confinue o stress the Tundamental justice of the republican struggle, This
is (he only possible basis on which to hope to stand agaiust the present hysteria.

Finally, we must demand and campaign Tor the immediate and unconditional
withdrawal of British troops from Northern freland, and pppose British support for
cither the Oranpe para-military forces, or for any future 6 County stafe.

NA LETTER MD A REPLY

THE FRONT pase article in WE78 on the Birmingham bowbings makes thie correct
point that the criticisms Trotskyists mmahe of the IRA should be made clearly in the
contexi of support for the stenpgle against British impericlisim,

Haowever, this is precisely what the very sante articte Tails 10 do.

It begins by asserting that “Revolutionary socialists... have a duty 1o denounce(?)
avicd condemn thits rdefensible and censcless slaughter”. And indeed the whole art-
icle was fitrered with such emorive (Crms? the “carmage’” was Veallous’™, “unpossihle
to ‘explain’ or fustify v sy fnde fensible o any growads - military, political or
atoral’’, ete. cle.

What has happened. comnrades! Is it the [irst time in hivtory that civilivis are
been kitled i a war? Did Workers ight “dencunce aind condemn’” the Vietnamese
NI IS attachs on civilian fargels it prippet-controlled areas ds “innedefensible and
senseless? Did Workers Fight evcr sprend yo pich space waxing horror-struck over
UVE pub-bomhings fir the Siv{ wnnties, or ever the British proyecatenrs’ hevntsineg:
in Dublin, for thai matter?

(O course aot! Beeavse the tivst duty of revolutionaries is (o disiingiish between
the violence of the oppressor and the vidence of the oppressed. The fiest duty of
revolutionarices is to denotmee and condemn the indefeasible hvpocrisy ol the bnper
intist state and all its alfies in the press and TV { The deliberate indiscriminate fire-
beombing aof the cutire city of Dresden in the last war is worthy of more than a mere
aside, comiraces!]

it on the Binnivghant bomhings, the hypocrisy you chose (o condeman is that of
“the waorkers in the Midlands™ Plhivstcan freal thyself! How can you demand that
the muasses see throagh the hypocnsy of the anti-lEA hystertd whipped up by the
press when vai yersclves make e ditempi whaisoeper fo unmask £, bui in fact
merely reinforee it by repeating the same expressions of frorror?

Bt worse. You also join it the nuntiversel atiribution of responsibilicy for the bomt
hings to Irish republicans You sav they were Cprabably 1fre work af frish republi-
cans'’

Where is the evidencee for this statesnens? Admittedty of the (v af guing (o presy
vend piay not have heard the news of Hhe Pravos ' denial of responsibiliny, But even

without that, whal exeuse can there e for vonr statercnd?
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Yau say vonrselves that vou cannot see an Vosense in the oanbisgs. They seom
“politically very spupid ™ M the work of the IRA, they wondd “signal an entirely
new deparinie”. Well then, vehere is Hee logic in atiributing them to the IRA? Isn't 11
obrions that there mipht be something wrang with the premise if the conelision
doesn’t muthe sevse? Lspecially when you know very well, even if the workers in the
Midlaids don't, that thie hombings are copy-book examples not of whai the IR A is
aecustomed o doivg, but of what the CXIrCIe wmionist forees like the 11 VI resulir-
by do in the north of lreland. { Andd we should nore that if the besmbings were a right
Whig provocation, they were by ne means “politically verv stupid*)

The real tesson of the Birminghant bombines is that the British bowrgeaizie have
demonsteated that if someone legs off a cauple of homhs they can rapidly disorient-
ate the workers’ movemoeni aned oper it up fo extreme right Witig agitation through g
press campaign blaning the IRA. And under cover of the hysteria thus whipped up,
they can introduce draconian legislation plavined weeks i advaner,

This means that our Jirst duty is not 1o “fierly (1) dissocitio f oirselyes) from auy
Bennhing campaien aimed at the civiliair popidation™ but to firmly dissociate oursel-
ves first and foremost from the anti-IR A campaige of the British riiding class,

And you don't do that Sinphy by re-stating vour veneral position on the IRA. It is
the comerete situation that vote have to contronf 't iy not hassible e disarm the
hostergeaisiv of s ideological weapons if we do ot First fruin revolutionary cadre 1o
recognise ahd te resist them. 1 is this essential tusk thet vour editorial failed tor carry
FAWRIE Wity
fail Lo place criticksm of the

(158}

HOW LAWRIE White
context of the strugsle apainsi imperialism is rather g mysicry.

We have been advised by the NCCL that the editoriat he criticises would he legal
row within the terms of the Jepking police staie law!

The only logic (o his outpouring is that condemmation of the Bi minglum bomb-
ings and acceptance of the ‘probable’ responsibilis y of ‘Insh republicans’ vtifweighed
the Tour fifths of the article that made the bhasic case for the sepublican cause! (Bt
we et please him there cither, since he upheaids us for ai tacking the double stand-
ards of British workers in the Midiands whao struck work over ihe bombings. but
never hother aboui the forroe by the British army in freland...; When he says that we
never spent as much space expressing horray at the UVF-UDA assassinations and the
British army terror, it means he's not been reading the paper or that he i induiging

concludes thai we wiiitin the

it shoddy and dishogest polemics.

He says that the firy duty is to deneunce the imperiatists for their hypoerisy: we
think that there are other prioritics, fike cvplaining as ofien as necessary what the
republicans fight for; but whateyer the first duty of revolutionarics in Britain nay
be, itis clear thai Lawrie Whife sees denouncing hypocrisy us the il duty here and
now.

At ane and the same time he clovates denial of possible Republican respomsibility
irete a principle it is ireason fo depart from in the ‘concrete siftzation”, and goes on
fo talk sbout the ‘first duty’ being to “distingnish between the violence of fhe
cppressers and the viokence of the oppressed’. So does White think (he bombings
were ‘probably”’ or even possibly” the work of “fhe oppiessed’. some republicans,
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perhaps? Even il he has so far kept the dreadfully heretical thought locked in his
subconsciouns, clearly he does think so, fur at least it bas escaped mio his letier, if
obliquely.

If there be any sense in the letter and if it s other than o piece of IMG soiping {01
sniping by a meinber of the IMG 1ot very happy with the way the line of thai organ
isation has wobbled on the issue of solidarity with the Republicans in the last year),
it can only be the belief that ‘the IRA’ are vever (o be critivised, af least ia ‘military’
smatters, and if they do, or may have dotie, something that is indefensible then the
best policy for British revolutionaries who are in general solidarity with them is to
copy the three wise monkeys and hear, see and say nothing.

White is correct fo say (hat revolutionaries in Britain inust fight the bourgeois
ideciogical domination of the working class - specificaliy, the chauvinism on the
trish question, But for him, the essence of ‘disarining the bourgeoisic” of its ideolugi
cal wcapoué agninst the working class comes down to.. Jenial that drish republicans
might indecd have been responsible for the Birmingham bombings! That is a very
limifed, nof to say peculiar aud bizasre, conception of the aaivre and depth of the
chauvinist disease in the British working cluss, of the present situation, and of the
tasks of revolufionaries.

How do we disarm the bourgeoisie of its ideological weapons in this case? Itis
cerfainly not done by a Workers Press-type panicstricken scream of ‘Ne! — it
couldi’t have been the republicans. i wasn’( the IRA’. Because i7 wmight well frave
heen republicans. It might well have been elemenis of the repablican population
from northern Ireland who, in their justificd bitiermess and outrage at the British
terror, reacted in such a politically senscless, but quite understamlable, way.

Our article referred (o *Irish republicans’, not any specific section of the IRA, and
we would include in ihai term ihe smalicst sub-grouping thai takes up the fight in
northern Ireland against British imperistinn. The Provisionals mic the main force
fighting, but they have no exciuvsive licenee to [ ight British imperalism (or to claim
the solidarity of revolutionaries in Britain), nor are they the sole custodians of the
right of the frish people to fight British limperialism.

fsi't it contradictory, Lawrie Waite asks, to say ihe bonbings were probably the
work of republicans, if they were senseless from g sepublivan point of view? Unfor-
unately not. Whiie's talk of contradiciions is abstract, purely formal logic. We are
faced with the logic of the various forms of strugple employed by an vppressed
people. Those Torms of struggle are not. and can never e, neatly cut to shape in od-
vance. it is entirely consisient with the desperate plight of the Catholics in necthern
trefand that such an ouibreak could seeur, the work of isalated active serviee uniis,
splinter groups, or previously inactive republican sympailisers.

David G'Connell ne doubt “dissociates’ from the anti-iRA campaign of the British
press. And he knows that any action stch as the Birmingham bombings, by any
section of the Cathelic republican population, will be laid at the door of ‘the IRA™,
that is. the Provisionals. Yei he condemned the bombings, disclosed that be dieln 't
Lo whether or not some sections even of the Provisional IRA were responsible,
aied that it it were found that they were, there would be a court of inquiry and
possibly courts martial - nor did be wrigele by overstressing the no doubt real poss-
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ibility that it was an anti-republican provecation. (Sec the last issuc of Workers Fight
for O'Connell’s inlerview).

Unlike the weekly paper of White’s own organisation, Red Weekly, the revolution-
ary nationalist leader had the guis and the serivusness to face the real possibitity or
probabifity that it was the work of republicans. He neither condoned it nor did he
change sides because of i) He condemns it, which is what we did and do. And we
don’t change sides either,

1t is a short, though logical, step from resting one’s supposed assaul! on British
chauvinism apd anti-IRA hysteria exclusively on saying it wasnt 't the IRA | to capitul-
ation to that chauvinism. For itis implied in this weighty , Marxist, principled, non-
hypoeritical, firny, unflinching, unbending, r.r__revolutionary sfauce, that if it were
really republicans thea the geneeal reaction to the boinbings, af least, and inaybe the
wholesale condemnation of everything the IRA stands for, and the war if js f ighting
as well, are :iuite Justified.

That is neither o disann the bourgeoisic, nor (o arm the working class ieologi-
cally. 1t is not even to face ihe issues squarely, with Marxist honesty - it is to hide
in a comer. And that is whai the IMG did. And from 771y loft y moral platform,
Lawric White defivers us a lectare on revohitionary scricosness and prineiples!

if the essence of “disarming’ the bourgeoisie is to deny IRA responsibility rather
that to reassert the justice of the Republican canse evon if the Provisionals were
critively responsibile for the hombs -- what happens to your credibility with serions
workers who read your paper and place confidence in it if it frapspires, say as a
result of the Provisional court of inquiry, that Republicans were responsible”? What
about the crucial problem of educating the vanguard of the British waorking class (o
distinguish between the fundamental issues in this war and the ‘politics of the last
atrecity’ which, unfortunaiely, normally determine the cbbs and flaws of working
class upinion on it?

There is only one way fo disarm the buurgeoisic and placate the auger - the Justi-
fied anger - of the British working chiss: and that is fo confront the reality as you
see i Don’t try to be ‘clever’ and stippery. Take sides atways according to the
fundamental issues in the war; defend what ean be defended:; and §f something
oceurs which you find indefensible - denounce it. Waorkers Fight wanted to face the
issues squarely as we assessed them, and as they would appear to our readers.

We rciterated our provopublican stund. irrespective of Birmingham.

Those_ like the IMG, who nervously jumped for cover, placed in quesiion what
their whole attitude would be if it were shown o be # repisbiican action. Far from
arming their readers, they left them Houndering with arguments that warking class
miliants not trained in double-think wounld dismiss as contemptible evasions - and
which, measured against the staughter of 21 people and the maiming of over { K,
were quite oliscene.

Presumably Lawrie White wanis 1o attack press hypuocrisy te counier ifs influence
to falk, in the voice of revolutionary socialisin, reasonably and howesily. The press
desls whalesaje in fies and distortions about Irelaind, purveys anti-Frish racist double
standards. They suppress and tie about the real facts of the northern breland situg-
tion. Yes: but in this case, when the press raged - hypocritically - it happened that

’
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they merely articulated ihe fectings of the enfire working class. We agreed and agree
with those feelings and we said why. If one uses similar words and phrases, that sim-
sly means ihat the stock of language is limited. 1If White doesn’t think the events in

Birmingham cause for emotion and cmotional terms, the mildest comment one can

make is that he should examine the state of his emotions, nof {o speak of his imagin
ativn. _

To let oneself be swayed by feelings of horror over civilian casualties like the
women and two children killed in the M62 cxplosion is o lose ali political balance,

Not {o feel horror of senseless slanghier nnconnected with any military objective
is either to be persunally unbalanced or fo be thrown off balance in oyer-reaction to
the hysteria, '

Not to express those feelings, while maintaining the solidarity position, is to lose
the possibility of even tatking to ordinary British workers,

To pmsc:ii at fength a full socialist view of the war in lreland and to place respon-
sibifity with the British ruling class — that was to attack press hypocrisy. Workers
Fight did exactly that. White grossly overestimates the influence of the press, how-
ever. There is no simight eause-and-effect rc'imimmhip between mass chauvinism on
ireland and press coveinge. Certainly the press buttresses chanvinist and makes the
fight against it more difficult. But bourgeois wleological domination is much less
shallow than simply being the effect of press bias, and cerfainly not simply related
te this or that lic in the press of any given moments. ¥ar inore deeproosted, chauvin-
ism combines decodes of imperialist conditioning with the most prismifive ‘defend
your home aid local pub’ put responses — understandabic FESPORSCS.

To concontrate on condemning Govermment and press hypocrisy would in this
case bave been a mechanism for evading the reality of working class chauvinism, in
the worst IS or WRP style. We tried to hit at the substance. not the shadow. The i
mediate ephemeral expression in the press ar ihat point in tine was the mere shadow
of the afl-pervasive double siandasds within the working class and the labonr move-
ment. We expect hypocrisy from the press; what we attempled was (o hold a mirror
up to our owi class.

Events like Birminghom are, a8 we explained, a result of British partition, interfer-
ence, sndd ity present terror campaign in freland. Fundamental responsibility rests
with the Brithsh state, as we said and sepeat. The events in Birmingham must be seen
within this contexi. Bui they ave events in their even risht. As such they demand a
FeSPOnNe.

Simply fo duck the issue, as Red Weekly did with a petiifogsing and evasive ari-
icle by Clarissa Howard, os to take refuge behind geseral declarations about the goen-
vral vight of the Jrish peopic to Fight for independence, is petty bourgcois indecision
nind gutlessness.

In practical politics, this leads to mimicking snd feadying the republicans - some-
thing very different trom principied solidarity. With the Birminghaim bombings, syco-
planey towaids the republicans and fear o ake an independent judsment combined
with the incruasing tendency in Red Weekly (o avoid shasp clashes with backward
fectings in the working class, amd prodeced a woolly and evasive response, which said

withing, did not educaie, did not clarify.
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It is possible, though by no means casy, rationally to explain ﬂsc'juslim.‘ of the
fight for irish independence and afl the things thiai flow trom that, um:hldiﬂg attacks
on military targets in Britain - even where some innocent victims suffer. Workers
Fight has done that consistently and more outspokenly than any paper on the
British lefi. We wili continue to do it in future.

A recent incident will ilustrate this, A WF militant waos sacked in Birmingham
during the wave of anti-iR A hysteria. Ironically , his fiest serious stand on brish poti-
tics had been when hie attempted to hit someone 18 months age who sold him
copy of WI containing a pro-1RA article, In patient discussion he learnt the basic
Justice of the repubiican cause - because it i 2 just couse, one that ean be rationaily
explained and argued,

But frow do you explain, on any fevel, the Birmingham bombings? Whiie would
have us repeat, morondike, banalities about ‘civilians getting kilied in o war’, (Such
an attitude, 5::cidcniz:lly, parts company from any comaunist atiitude to the habi-
tual slaughter of noncombattant civilians in modern warfare, expressed by Leon
Trotsky when he tatked about {he “struggle against fascist atrocitics, and imperialisi
atrocities in general, especialty the fight against the bembing of peaceful cities”, and
went on (o describe such things as ‘criminal aets’. That was in Fanuary 1939 his g
measure of the brutalisation that has comrsened even revolutionary socialists that we
should have fo recall such elementary attitudes),

Are we being ‘moralistic’? But what is *moralissa’™? 1 is setting up abstract, thne-
less principles, and puiting them above the needs o { the elass straggle., Sinee when
has opposition to the useless slanghter of innocent working class civilians been a
matter of abstract principles, and how is it counterposed to the class struggle?

We are not pacifists, nor do we subscribe fo the Ten Comunandments, But ibere fs
a sociulist morality. We recognise that the cisss struggle and national Liberafion sirug-
gle is a merciless battie in which we will kil and be kitled. But we do not on that ac-
count casually shrug off slaughter which serves po political or military purpose. §i is
for that reason that the bombings in Birmingham must be morally condemned -
according to the moralit y of communists whe do recogise fhint the reality of class
society imposcs violence upon us,

The charge of moralism implies that vne shares the caricaiure view fhat Marxisis
are a-moral,

For English revolutionarics to fear {o bend under the pressure against the IRA i
healthy and politically henourable. But it is essentially infantile and unthinking if #
leads to the moral uibilism of an attitude (o bomiing civilians which js derived from
the British RAF’s ‘Bomber Harris® and other professional inperialist buichers,

B their zeyl 1o refuse (o condemn such bombing (which ihey can hardly believe
coulid not e the work of certain republicans or pro-republicans), such people
stancder the organised republican movement, which has a betfer snd a miore honotir-
able record precisely beeause it is motivated by values different from those of the
imperialist baiehers who casually wipe out whole cities ‘in order to save ihem’.

The attitude that would say, “ene doesn’t condemn, one simply says Birmsingham
was 2 mistake™ is another contemptible evision, We did refer 1o the possibility that
thie bombing might have been the sesuli of a ghastly series of errors, if the Republic-
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ans were responsible. Nevertheless, if what liappened in Birmingham way the resuld
of 2 conscious decision, then if was not a mistake but a crigme ugainst the British and
Irish working class. And it was necessary fo say so.

Revolutiopary cadres are not just schoolboys playing rugby . frained to resist the
pressure of the other side conte what may. If revohitionarsies are not irained to look
at reality squarely and think independently, then they will prove useless,

The Red Weekly method of training cadres appears 1o be one of ducking the issue
while making a fine pretence of principled politics and world-defying intransigence.

As opposed o this. the proletarian revolutionary vsganisation thinks, maintains
its political independence, and either defeiuds or rejects action by the revolutionary
satiooalists with whom it is in soelidariiy,

We denounced the Binmingham atrocity. Weighing what we denounced against the
i'umiamcnla! issues in the war, we then went on {0 reiterate our continued support
for the republican side in the same article which White aitacks.

We affiem the right of the IRA to fight the British ruling class 2ind their army, in
ircland or iz Britain. And we affirm our right o condemn elemenis within or on the
fringe of that movemnent if they are, or appear to be, in favour of indiscriminate and
icnseless staughter of innocent British workers,

We judged the situation and foek vur position irrespeciive of the attitude of the
Republican niovement. As it happens, we afterwards learned ihat Provisional leader
Javid O'Conpell expressed a similar attitude.

The guerilla leader O'Connell knows that armed actions either have a purpose or
hey are senseless; cither they are part of a strategy , or they are random and indefen-
ible. He snyx that the Birmingham hombings sre senseless and indefensible, differen-
iating between legitimate acts in a war of liberation and indiscriminate staughter of
dvilians. (The vicarious, romantic sympathiser is of course free from such considera-
tons. feels no responsibility | and instead of tiving fo talk intelligently to the pofen-
iai aflies of the republicans anong the British working class, he takes reftige in
tough guy’ quips like White's “is this the first time civilians have been killed?"

We welcomed O'Connell’s statement. But we would have msaintained OUF posifion.
Ye renniin consisient,

And White and the IMG? § ihe Provisional IRA investigation which O'Connell
nnounces keads (o a triat by the Republicans (we deny the right of the British state
@ try such people, who should be treated as prisoners of war i, will Whiie remain
snsistent and consider the defendants in such a trial as victims of British hiysteria
eflected within the IRA itsell” (Thas intimating thai the Provos are not “hard’. ruth-
s or ‘callous’ enough for their vicarious British sympathisers...) Or will they ditch
heir position of today  and come 1o agree with O'Connetl - sid Workers Fight?

CHELSEA  OCTOBER 198

¥e reproduce the article here 10 allow comrades (o refresh their memorics. The ariicie was arrang-
d following an EC decision. As comrades will sce, it doos argue the basie justice of the IRA
truggle, and does defond their right o strike at military turpels.
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JOHN O’'MAHONY argues that our atiitude to the conflict in Ireland cannot and
should not be determined by the ‘politics of the last atrocity’.

THE TARGET was a coachluad of soldiers. But the major casualties were p 60 year
eld widow who died with a six inch nail through her heart and a youth who died
three days lafer.

22 out of 23 soldiers on the coach were injured; so were 18 others, civilians
walking in a Chelsea street. Some are seriousty injured.

The bomb, a vanload of nails and bolts, was exploded in the crowded sireet by
sumeone waiching from 100 yards away, whe was concerned only fo gei the passing
sehdiers and {at best) didn’t give a damn about the people in the street.

Thus Mis Thatcher's gory victory over the prisoners in Long Kesh boomeranged
against innocent British civilians, and the Northern Iretand war trefurned to the
streets of Lopdon lasi Saturday .

“This was the most brutal attack 1 have ever seen | shall never, never give them
political status — never™, said Mrs Thatchier, Smugly, aud somewhat gloatingly | she
took the chapce 1o tell people whose prricked consciiences had begun to prise npen
thetr minds an the frish question - *f told you what they weie like. | was right to let
fent of them starve to deatl’.

Most British workers will be likely to agree with her - incinding many who had
been forced to begin to think by the self-sacrifice of (he humger strikers,

This was no accident of war. When the I A defiberately sets off 5 massive nail
bomb in a crowded streef, British workers will be likely to respond to indiscriminate
matming and risk of shaughter with natiosalism aind chauvinism.

Of course we can only condemn the setting off of bombs which are aimed at or
which are likely to hit civilians. Saturday’s bombing was sgainst a military target -
against members of the army which has repressed and byuialised the Catholies of
Northern breland for ten years - but to get at il the IRA cut a swathe through a
streetful of civilians. This is unjustifiable and ndefensible, and it will not weaken the
vicious Tory govermment but help them to mtly British support for repression in
Northern Ireland,

Between what happened in Chelsea and » Birmingham-scale slaughter there is o
thin fine of chance and accident.

But socialists must {not lor themsolyes bo corfised by ihe politics of the fastj*
atrocity. We must not lose sight of the hasic issues,

Incidents like Chelsea happen becanse of whit sticcessive British governments,
Labour and Tory atike, have done {o the € atholic community in Northern frefand.

In the last siv months they have marched and demonstrated in their tens of thon-
sanids for the hunger sirikers. Not since iffermment has there been such fassive
Catholic mobilisation, or such tifsity,

They used 2l the chanpels, They voted ‘for the hunger strikery’ where the chance
was offered, in Beliast city conncil elections s well as in Vermanagh/South Tyrone,
They found it all comied for 1miﬁi:sg.

The Brifish government let ane hunger striker after anothes waste and die. The
mass of the British people didn't care. This fact must have branded itself in the mind
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of every politically conscious Catholic in Northern breland.

i is now scarcely to be denied that the big majority of the hal-million Six Coun-
ty Catholics nctively or passively support the IRA and recognise the guerillas as
theirs. it was the entire Catholic populaiion, not the supprosedly wirepresentative
‘men of violence', who counted for nothing with the British goverament on the
thing that mptiered most 1o the Cathofics.

The British governiment dared not concede the five demands. It balances between
the Protestan! community (of onc mithion} and the Catholics to maintain the Six
Comnty status quo: and therefore pursues a basic policy of beating dows the Cath-
olic community,

The helplessness of the entire Catholic community (o save ils own reflected their
basic situatian: a section of the Catholic majority of the Irish prople, but also 5 per-
manent minority locked inside the artificiat Orange majority state of Northern fre-
land, created by the British in 1920 against ihe wishes of the majority of the Irish
people.

Within that stafe, the two communities arc locked its 2 chronic antagonism. No
democratic processes are avaitable fo the Catholics fo achiove their liberation from
4. It was caryed out by British sod Orange violence that overpowered them sad kept
them down for 50 years, so that there was a buili-in Orange majority, backed up by
a British government guarantee that the Orange community would have iis way and
no change could be alowed that it did not approve.

That is what the experience of the hunger strike spefled ot apain for the Six
County Caiholics.

Let us look bricfly at how this sifuation came (o exist.

In 1918 75% of Ireland’s constituencies were won by candidates pledged to
secede from Westminster and set up au brish padiament in Dubiin, When they did
this, Britain retaliated with 3 campaign of shootings apd burnings {of ‘cconomic targ-
cts’ and some towns) for 2% years, befure » Trealy pave the seutbern 16 counties
independence,

In 1920 the Governmient of ireland Act partitioned breland.

Various pagriition schemes had already been debated.

Ulster (9 counties) would have meani the Protestanis were in a minori y. The four
county area in which there would be a massive Protestant majority and s ‘manage-
alle’ Catholic minority was considered oo small (o be viable.

‘The six countics were settied on as the maximum area within which there was 2
safe’ Projestant majority (iwo-ihirds) 0 incliuded Fermnnagh and Tyrone, fwo
whole counties with Catholic majorities.

Even with a four county/28 county pastition there could have been no clean
Catholic/Projestani break - the communitics were too infesfaced for that. The sia
county/26 cdimty partition imprisoned » bigger Catholic minority in the Six Coun-
ties than the Protestants of all reland would have been in a 32 County state: such a
settlement’ was possibly only because the British siate imposed it

It was the pppesite of a democratic solution te the Catholic/Protesiant conilict
a sulution wigh the maximum autonemy and safeguards for the minority compatible
with the righgs of the majority.
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Twe sectarian states emerged in treland, cach repelling the majority in the other.

2 i | entaily.

Fhey differed, however, | undamental : :
The Catlolic minority in the Six Countics were largely wmkmg ctnsfq nnfl small

farmers, people who were ground down and suppressed, deprived of civil rights kept

down under a permanent Special Powers Act and under the guns and clubs of the

Orange puolice, the B-Specials and the RUC.

The working class was permanently split. ; _

In cconomically deprived Northern Ireland, Protestants had privileged access h.;n
johs. Job selection (amid permanent high unemploymert) was on the basis 0': reli-
gion, and the scctarian division in society gutted the unions - unity was PDSS'I’I"
only if the situation of the Catholics was not raised. ;

The civil rights movement in the late *60s - for equality in voting and an efd io
sectarian discrimination — brought the Catholics onto the streets, and, in backlash,
the Profestands foo. .

It was a movement with an inescapable nationalist logic. The basic civil right they
lacked was seif-determination, the right not to be an artificial minority.

When sectarian fighting broke out, the British Army was went in to ‘keep the
peace’ - within the framework of Hie Six County state.

Within cleven months of geing in to stop anti-Catholic pogroms, the British Army
was imposing a curfew on the Falls Road and fighting gun batiles with the Catholic
militia.

The Catholics who had been roused for civil rights turned to on attempt to break
out of the Six County siate.

In a matter of months the IRA became a mass movement,

For the ten years since then, every atiempt to find a solution within the Six
Counties has failed completely. Britain has held the ring, normally by betting down
the insurgent Catholics,

But there is no solution within the Six Counties. The Catholics have a right to
fight for the only solution — a united dreland with autonomy for the Prolestant
areas. They have every right to strike at the British army which oppressed them and
whaose fundamental role in Northern freland is to preserve the status quo.!

Socialists must insist on roising these issues, however, An oppressed people fight-
ing our own government has s right to the support of British socinlists, even though
we disagree with - or condemn - their tactics.

The British Left will have o right to denounce the nationalism of the oppressed
Six County Catholics when we have wiped out the reflex nationalism in the British

labour movement which helped Thatcher fo be sbie to starve ten Republican prison-
ers o death.

£.C h.1o 8

{The 15C had scheduled a general discussion on freland to clarifv disugrecinents aris-
g fromm assessment of the hunger strikes. The ¢ ‘helsea bombing took plare the da )
hefore the 1o

The midnutes are typed out here as written i the FC minuies boak. e just
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inserte e “ex, ]
} mf a few words of explanation { italtcs, in square brackets) where it wonld
otierwise be obscure. The minutes give only bricf notes . i

i of what comvrades saie fi
XA i1t i . , s Saiel: for
ple. 1t is plairt from Carolan’s r esponse that Jones in his first contributi }'
more about the bombing ¥ Jirst contribution said

than just that it was !
' g s - was “Jnt what we drg " Ni
the general drift of the neeting showld be clear g : o

for the record: Morr W, ax fur as | remenibe
which is not inctuded in the minuies
resolution.

r. did make some brief comment
but e certaindy did not dissens Jrenp the

Kinnell|

Present: Carolan, Cunliffe, Gardiner, Hill, .I:me?;; Khnm Kinnell, Morréw l'afkinsbn
Smith. s &

Carolan: trelund has been closely tied to Britain for centuries — no independent
history .- Brifain aticmpted to colonise {ic. sertle colonists in] lrcland - result
combination of US-type colony |ie. sertler popudation, previous inliabitants margin.
afised | in North East and settler-clite type colony in rest of lreland.

‘Bourgeois revolution” carried out from above by British governments [/ c. land
reform, in the late 19thjearly 20th century].

Divisions created by colonisation exploiied by landlords campaigning against
Home Rule.

Britain parlitioned lreland - was not, could not, be a clean Green/Orange split.
Connolly’s predictions [ahout Partition producing a ‘carnival of reaction North and
South’] confinmed. Protestant/Orange bloc created.

Then Cathelic revolt, in the Norih. But Southern Catholics largely passive -
Northern revolt usable to win. ; ; ;

Our attitude? Side with the oppressed. But Republicans are peculiarly anachron-
istic - created by failure of Marxists. Only solution - link with class struggle in the
South. But hunger strike has spread fo Souvth as purely nationalist struggle. Maxi-
mum vutcome along that road is sectarian civil war and repartition.

Communalism is different from Irish nationalism which embraces the Profestants .
as Irish people. There are forces in ibe Catholic community , including on the Jeft,
who advocate sectarian assassinations.

Jones: The actions of the 1RA are not what we argue for. E.g. recent London bomb-
ings. But from 1916 enwards the struggle against British imperialism bas siways

pused civil war, But we still fight fora united Irelamd.
Hunger strike movement cannot be described as dangerous. The polarisation is

pecessary. We still support actions against British imperialisin, even on 2 nationalist
basis. In many national struggles against imperiatism there are risks of bloudbath.

Smith: Problem shouid start from national self-determination in lreland. [Le. Caro-

fant was a? futdt in not doing sol.

Carolan: 1 would be against a condemnation of the bombing.
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Cuntiffe: H sets back the gains of the hungerstrike struggle.

i ; 3 sl that we couid not
Kinnell: [Not mingted, as [was taking the minuies, | argued that

N
simply condemn an IRA attack o a military target in Britain. |

Khan: | agree with Carolan, but what about the occasion for his nri.idc.?' [19’: grr:.‘c
which had cansed coatroversy because it argued that the funger strikes, {mm. )
deserving support, were genterating a dangerous wtholic{Protestant polarisation .
Peculiar. Hunger strike campaigu not aggressively anti-Protestant.

Gardiner: Correct that bombing will set back campaign in British Inbour movement.
But most military bowmbings hit civilians.

Unity of Catholic conununily |ie. in the hunger strike campuign ) is not sutomat-
ically a positive move.

Cavolan: If we're for self-determination, we're for the right to fight for it, including
the right to hit military targets.

Irish struggle is not a normal anti-imperialist struggle. Brifain would like fo set
ot

Civil war can only lead 1o repartition.

All the Irish Trotskyists have become nationalists. And the strugple has effaced
class polarisation among the Cathofies.

Jones: Defeat for British troops would be a defeat of imperialism world-wide
We should condemn attacks on civiians whether in Iretand or in Britain. Also. fac-
tically, attachs which are bound to hit civilians.

Carolan: Resolution on bombing: (a) Explzin right (o strike af milifary targets;
{b} Criticise this particular action cle. li.eo on the basis that it was bownd 1o hit civi-
lians, us above] ; () Explain its root in {irish | nationalism, and the rout of that in
British nationalism,

Hill: Also have fo reiterate tine on bungerstrike and political stafus,

Cuntiffe: We shouid also assert the need for proletarian leadership in Treland - and
discuss this further,

Jones: And we shonid present vusselves as identitying with the nationalist move-
ment,

Resolution accepied.

There are also minuies of (he NC discussions, ope

past of which were in 1B 3. We wil try to put
these inan I8 hefore the cotferenes
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INTRODUCTION

Carolan

Comrade Jones — backed, it seems, if tunofficially’, by.the Oxfordeiigz;on -
is pushing for a vote at the August conference on twollssuis gopiian
Ireland: on federalism and on our axtitude.to IRA bo@blng 0 clz} e
targets. This issue of the Internal Bulletin deals with IR% bombing an

attitude to it.

When we fused the two previous organisations into the new WSL, we listed
the issues about which we thought there remained important dlffe?encgs to be
discussed and sorted out in the course of knitting the two organlsatlogs
together. Ireland was not one of them. I think we would all, on bo?h sides,
have been surprised to be told that Ireland would become a major disputed
igssue in the new organisation.

I+ seems nobody in the old WSL leadership bothered to acquaint themselves
systematically with the politics of the I-CL before fusion. On the other hand,
I did read — systematically and carefully and taking notes - through the file
of old WSL publications. Of course, I was already familiar with the scandalous
history on Ireland (and in Ireland) of the SLL/WRP, the organisation to which
Smith and Jones belonged until the beginning of 1975, during the first six
years of the revolt of the Northern Ireland Catholics,.*

On the basis of what I read in the files of Socialist Press, I believed -
as I still do - that we had substantial practical agreement on the key ques—
tion: support for the Catholic revolt and for the Catholic armed forces ag—
ainst the British Army, focused in the demands for Irish self-determination
and troops out.

After their break with the Healyites and their scandalous politics on
Ireland, the founders of the WSL had evolved in an essentially healthy

* If the late '60s/early '70s SLL were to be judged on no other issue of
political analysis or performance but Ircland, then that alone would be
enough to show how ridiculous was its claim to be a serious organisation.
The way they responded to the various bombings is dealt with in some of the
articles reprinted.

Other points worth noting: The SLL opposed the deployment of British
troops in August 1969 - but on the basis of systematically lying about what
was going on in Ireland. According to the Newsletter and Workers Press, the
British Army went in to subdue united working class struggle! The bitter
facts of a split and fratricidally pogrom-minded working class were hidden
from their readerse. This did not stop them filling the air with shrill denun-
ciation of those like IS/SWP who knew the reality and on that basis (wrongly,
short-sightedly) refused to oppose the troops. As Workers Fight commented at
the time, in the pamphlet, 'IS and Ireland', if only you could convince the
SLL of the facts about Northern Ireland sectarianism, then they would logi-
cally have to adopt the position of IS. And anyone convinced by the Healyite
press to oppose the troops certainly would logically have to go over to IS's
position on learning the facts.

In N.Ireland itself, in August 1969, when the B-Specials and the RUC and
other armed Orange pogromists were moving down from the heights of the walled
Protestant city to the Catholic slums of the Bogside, the small group of
SLLers in Derry refused to defend the barricades and announced that they were
going off 'to build a revolutionary leadership in the trade unions',

On October 7 1972 Workers Fight quoted and commented on the attitude of the
SLL at that high—point of the Northern Ireland struggle:

"Ireland... was discussed recently by Workers Press on 4 October.

'es. if the three years since trouble first began in 1969 hold any lessons
at all, it is that terror carried out by groups of individuals achieves only
the incitement of counter—terror'..

'The troops will not be withdrawn from Ulster, internment will not end,
and decent living standards and jobs opportunities will not be provided for
all workers until, as a first step, the Tory government is forced to resign
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direction. There were zi i
1re &-2ags, of course, like the period of support fi
Militant's non-starter of a solution, trade union defence aquéds?pBut tﬁ:

eneral i A
ﬁealt:&.Pro—Cathollc and pro-Republican development was essentially

The politics of the old WSL on Ireland were, howeve i
developed. On the myriad questions of Irish his%ory, EQr;n:iizi:eig 2Egen-
d?zens of gueations of strategy, tacfics and perspebtives which had been
d%scussed in the British and Irish left from 1968 to 1972 or '74, the
literature of the old WSL was a blank Page. ;

: Given political agreement on the key questions, I thought the organis-
ation would easily grow together, sorting out differences as they arose,
on the basis of reasonable discussion. That was before factionalism became
a force in the life of the WSL.

In contrast to the old WSL, the I~CL and before it WF had a long
involvement in Irish politics and in discussing the issues thrown up by
the Catholic revolt after 1968, by the IRA military campaign, and by the
bombings in Ireland and in England.

The little nucleus of four people who founded Workers Fight on leaving
Militant in October 1966 spent the first 18 months of its existence as
part of a loose, mainly emigre Irish organisation ocalled the Irish Work-
ers Group. In association with it and (formally) in its name, we brought
out five issues of a theoretical journal, An Solas/Workers Republic .

I had been a member since 1965 of the IWG, which included Eamonn McCann,
Michael Farrell, Rayner Lysaght, and others whose names will be known
to comrades. :

Some of 4s had thus had the chance to read about, think about, and

vee/+v. COntinued TTom Previous Dage
and a Labour government is elected which is forced to carry out socialist
policies.!

S The same view was put forward on 2
October: '... the only answer is in the unity of Protestant and Catholic
and British and Irish workers to force the Tory government to resign and
return a Labour government pledged to socialist policies'.

What would be the culmination of a tremendous political development
= the 'unity of Protestant and Catholic and British and Irish workers' =
is seen as coming even before the far more modest 'first step'.

But in the meanwhile, before the unity of all British and Irish work-
ers, what? Should the Republican workers defend themselves by the only
means possible -~ that is, with guns — against the violence of the British
Army and the Orange para-military forces?

If they take the advice of the Workers Press, noe. They... should wait.
Workers Press talks about 'the futile use of the gun' and describes the
IRA as 'terrorists' - 'while army retaliation against terrorists is becom-
ing massive and ruthless...'! (2 October).

Thus the Workers Press fails to state support for the Republicans -
fighting for the progressive goal of a united Ireland agd against imper-
ialism — against the British Army and the Orangemen fighting to preserve
the meagre relative privileges granted to them as the clients and :
supporters of British imperialism. It is just '"terror' and 'counter-terror's

But by far the greater part of the military action of the IRA is not,
in a Marxist sense, 'terrorism's It is not the action of tiny groups
isolated from the mass struggle. It is the action of a popular militia,
working in small units. It is guerilla warfare,

One can only be grateful that the Workers Press line on Ireland is
not followed in Vietnam. Otherwise the NLF would never have started
fighting, and Diem would still rule his police state",
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discuss, before Northern Ireland 'blew! at the turn of the decade, a whole range
of basic questions - the IRA, the national question in Ireland, Partition,
modern imperialism, etce.

For example, in 1966 I wrote the article on the IRA cited in this bulletin
= "Where the Hillside Men have sown' - to help Republican and ex-Republican
militants to make or complete the transition from nationalism to Trotskyism.
Though it was written without bencfit of the two (each in its own way) fine
studies of the IRA later published by Bowyer Bell and Coogan, the conclusions I
reached about Republicanism in that and other articles of the same period have
been the bedrock of my basic attitude on it ever since.

WORKERS' FIGHT ON IRELAND BEFORE 1968

rPerhaps because of this background, Workers Fight had a distinctive response
to the Irish crisis. What were our ideas?

We believed traditional Republicanism was not and could not be a consistently
anti-imperialist force; that it was, by its ideas, goals, and methods, a petty
bourgeois movement; that its petty bourgeois nationalism was a barrier to working
class unity; that its 'little Irelandism' cut in the opposite direction to the
interests of the Irish working class.

We believed — in the mid '60s — that the adoption of a socialist coloration
and the brand name 'Connolly socialism! by that movement was not progressive,
but confusing, and could only produce a populist mish-mash like the Russian
Socialist-Revolutionary party.

".ses the IRA is just not revolutionary in relative to the objective needs of
the only possible Irish Revolution.

The same is no less true if 'left' slogans are grafted onto the old base,
and a nominal 'For Connolly's Workers' Republic! pinned to the mastheads Such
talk of a socialist programme, a Bolshevik party, a workers' republic,
demands a proper appreciation of the relationship between the party and the
working class... It demands a sharply critical approach to the traditional
republican conceptions of revolutionary activity. Otherwise these slogans,
combined with a largely military idea of the struggle against imperialism
and the Irish bourgeoisie, will produce not a revolutionary Marxist party,
but an abortion similar to the Socialist Revolutionary Party in Russia,
against which the Bolsheviks fought bitterly",

We believed that though there was national oppression — especially and direct-
ly against the Northern Ireland Catholics -- thiz was in part the product of a
split in the Irish bourgeoisie, and noi simply a matter of 'Brltlsh—occupled
Ireland'.

"y division of the Irish bourgeoisie, originating in economic difference,
led to a split which was then manipulated by British imperialism, according
to its practice of divide and rule. The Northern section, having a measure
of political autonomy, kept close links with this imperialism; the Southern
section being dominated according to the logic of modern imperialism Z;.e.
economic weight within more or less free market relaiion§7.

In maintaining their closer links with Britain, the Northern capitalists
were aided by British troops, who also assist in holding sufficient people to
make the state viable, Despite this, talk of 'British-occupied Ireland!'
obscures the real identity of the parriscn in Ireland... the Northern Ireland
bourgeoisie."

(Editorial. of Irish Militant, paper of the IWG, February 1967).

Basing ourselves on Lenin's 'Imperialism' and such dochments of the Communist
International as the 'Theses on the National and Colonial Question' (1920) we
believed that the economic domination over Ireland by Britain and other great
powers could not be eliminated except by the reorganisation of the world cconomy
through the international socialist revolution.
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"The IWG stands against the divided Irish bourgeoisie, Green,
Orange, and Green-White—and-(Crange, and for the revolutionary unity
of the workers of all Ireland in a struggle for state power...

We stand for the revolutionary combat against imperialism and
national oppression in every form, whether that of garrison-imperial=—
ism, neo-colonialism, or the glaring economic domination of the small
nations by the super-powers which is inevitable where the capitalist
world market remains as the sole regulator of relationships. But we
denounce those who, in the name of 'Republicanism' and 'anti-imperial-
ism', attempt to subordinate the working class to any section of the
bourgeoisie, and who counterpose a defunct petty bourgeois nationalist
narrow-mindedness to the socialist struggle of the workers for power.
National unity will be achieved, if not by the coming together of
the Irish capitalist class under the auspices of the British imperial-
ist state and the capitalist drive towards West Buropean federationm,
then as an incidental in the proletarian revolution.

The possibility of any other revolutionary reunification is long
since past. The only revolutionary Republicanism is the international-
ist socialist Republicanism of the proletariat..."

('T§wards an Irish October', Preamble to the Constitution of the
ING).

We thought that the nationalist (left and right) focus on gaining

'real' independence was both meaningless for the 26 Counties and confusing
from the point of view of the Irish working class. We rejected economic nation—
alism as being no more than the discarded and discredited former economic
policy of the 26.Co bourgeoisie (1932-58). It was a reactionary petty bourgeois

- programme counterposed to the necessary - and, in so far as it was developing
and augmenting the Irish working class, progressive = integration of Ireland
into the existing world economic system. It was a backward-looking utopia,
counterposed to the economic programme of the Irish working class, for whom
there could be no purely Irish solution.

"The one serious progressive act of imperialism and Irish capitalism
has been the creation of an Irish proletariat capable of putting an
end to capitalism's futile existence, and capable, as part of a world
revolutionary class, of realising the age-old dream of the pedple
of Ireland for freedom. The best traditions of the old, bourgeois
Republicanism, have passed to the socialist working class, the only
clags in Ireland today capable of transforming society and the
subordinate relation with Great Britain = the only unconditionally
revolutionary classe. The only genuine liberation of Ireland will be
from the inexorable = uncontrolled = pressures of international cap—
italisme. All the essential goals of all the past defeated and deflected
struggles of the Irish people over the centuries against oppression,
and for freedom of development and freedom from exploitation, can now
only be realised in a Republic of the working people, as part of the
Socialist United States of Burope and the world".

('Towards an Irish October').
We naturally rejected the Menshevik-Stalinist notion that there had

to be a two-stage revolution in Ireland - first 'the Republic' (independence),
and then 'the Workers' Republic'. We rejected the hybrid 'populist Republican—
ism' — a fusion of the Stalinist two-stage theory with 'native' Republicans
who were left wing but put 'the national question! first — represented histori-
cally by Paedar O'Donnell, George Gilmore, and the Republican Congress of the
1930s, and in the mid '60s by the 'left' of the Republican movement, the
future Official IRA and Workers' Party.

We rejected the kitsch '"Trotskyist'! response to the stages theories

and the opulists — the reflex invocation of 'Permanent Revolution'. The job
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was not to match texts with texts, ours against theirs, permanent revolution
against stages theories, as in a card game. Instead we had to analyse reality
concretely. On this approach, the conclusion was inescapable.

Ireland had had its 'bourgeois revolution'!. In the North, bourgeois
relations had been established by extension from Britain after its bourgeois
revolution in the 17th century. In the South, land reform was organised 'from
above'! by Britain in the late 19th/éar1y 20th century, under pressure of a mass
revolt. The national division was not pre—capitalist. The basic problem was the
split bourgeoisie and the varying links of its different parts with the British
ruling class; and the fact that the bourgeoisie, North and South of the Border,
could command the allegiance of the working class,.

Ireland was a relatively advanced bourgeois country, integrated into
Buropean capitalism, albeit as a weaker capitalism. That the 26 Counties was
really independent politically - independent to the degree possible under
capitalist wor d market economic relations — was shown by its neutrality in
World War 2, '

"The division Z;h the Irish bourgeoisi§7 prevented the accomplishment of
e of the major tasks of the traditional bourgeois revolution — national
unification. However, if history and the relationship to Britain make the
two statelets peculiarly deformed, they are nonetheless undeniably
bourgeois, as a glance at the social organisation and relations of produc—
tion makes obvious..e

We who fight for the Workers' international Republic know that the
present Irish capitalists are the only ones we will gets Calling them
traitors is useless = they are not traitors to their class, the only
sphere in which real loyalty, as opposed to deragogic talk of layalty,
countse..."

(BEditorial, Irish Militant, February 1967).
AFTER 1968

The massive revolt of the Catholics in 1969 and after, dand then the rapid
growth of a new IRA after 1970, forced us to reconsider and modify these
assessments, and to respond politically to new facts. f

Many Irish socialists responded initially with a 'socialism—is~the-only-—
answer' message, neglecting the national question. We did not. On the contrary,
we were the first on the left to point to the nationalist logic of the civil
rights struggle, and to argue for raising the national question boldly.

But we did not forget what we had learned., We did not go in for IMG-style
romanticism and flights of fantasy about the Catholic revolt being the socialist
revolution. Even when the Catholic revolt was apparently most successful, we
" pointed to its limitations. :

"The Northern Ireland Catholics fight in isolation, in the most unfavourable
conditions imaginable, The rearguard of the Irish fight for national free-
dom, they are betrayed and abandoned by the 'leaders' of the Irish nation,
and are simultaneously cut off from the allies that would make an advance
on 2 socialist basis possible — the Orange majority of the Northern Ire—
land working classe.."

(Workers Fight, July 23 1972).

We defined what was happening as primirily a Catholic revolt with 2 limi-
ted potential of solving the national question, It was the revolt of the Six
County Catholics, not a rebirth of the 1918 all-Ireland nationalist upsurge.
It was limited as an anti-~imperialist movement because confined to the Six
Counties and because of the split working class there. Nevertheless it had to
be supported,
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When the Catholic civil rights agitation got under way in 1968/9, we
supported it but criticised it on three counts.

1. Logically the central issue was the national question, and events
would inexorably force it to the fore. The basic underlying civil right the
Catholics lacked was the right of national self-determination.

We said, in early 69 and long before the Republican movement, some of
whose members were leading the civil rights struggles, said it: the goal has
40 be to smash the Six County state.*

2. At the same time, because of its petty bourgeois, Stalinist, and
populist-Republican leadership, the entire civil rights campaign was needless—
ly divisive. The demands one man (sic) one house, one man one job, one man one
vote (there was plural voting for property-—owners in local government elections
in Northern Ireland), were inevitably seen by Protestants as a desire to share
what little there was. The issue could have been dynamically and progressively
posed in transitional-demand terms: build more houses, thus creating more
jobs, etc. etce

3, We criticised the civil rights movement (including such of its leaders
as the IS/SWP supporters in Northern Ireland, like Michael Farre 1, who has
since become a politiéal satellite of the Provisionals) for politi—.  «.i:i-
cal confusion on the national question and on the need to try to unite the
working class around the Catholic movement (they wanted to play down the nat—
jonal question in the cause of uniting the working class in the Six Counties
around civil rights and socialist propaganda). We also criticised them for
organising provocative marches md demonstrations in Protestant areas which
were helping stoke up a sectarian explosion.

When the IRA military offensive got under way in 1971, we critically
supported their right to fight against the British government in that way.
We defended it outspokenly in the British labour movement.

We did not use our previous assessment of the improbability of a revolu=

¥ Vo tried to bring the national question to the centre in 1969 by posing it
like this: the mainly Catholic areas (about half the land area of Northern
Ireland) should secede to the Republic. This was based on the idea that it
would make the Northern state unviable.

The belief that secession of the Catholic areas would force the Protest=
ants into a united Ireland was a major reason why the Free Staters made the
deal they did in 1921. Lloyd George promised that a Boundary Commission would
in' fact redraw the boundaries, thus making Northern Ireland unviablees

In fact secession was. anyway the trend in Northern Ireland. Two times
before August 1969, Catholic Derry, two miles from the border with the 26
Counties, had set up barricades to keep out Northern Ireland state personnel.
In August 1969 Catholic Derry and Catholic West Belfast set up 'free areas"!
guarded by their own militiase These survived until October 1969.

But in retrospect secession was an artificial way to pose the question of:
the smashing of the Six County state. In the light of 14 years' experience
since then, there can be no doubt that a Protestant state stripped of the
mainly Catholic areas would be viable because the Protestants would make it sOe

Our (tentaiive) proposal about secession was contained in a resolution
for IS conference, written in May or June 1969. At the September 1969 IS con—-
ference the leadership used a2 disloyal misrepresentakion of it to distract the
discussion from their change of line from opposition to the British troops to
effective support for them.

They said that we wanted the repartition of Ireland. But our resolution
explicitly said the goal should be to smash the Northern Ireland state and
establish a united Irelande. d

Because of the weight of the IS/SWP, this misrepresentation of our posi-
tion is widespread. j
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tionary reunification of Ireland short of a socialist revolution to draw ,
sectarian conclusions about the actual struggle that had erupted. But we did
not forget the assessment. In fact the 12 years of war have in their own way
established very clearly the truth of that assessment.

We maintained a critical- political stance towards the JRA. In the early
'70s, when such a thing existed, we reprinted Irish socialist criticisms of
the IRA, from People's Democracy and from the League for a Workers'! Republice
We never had other than scorn for the wild Third-Worldist fantasies and incred-
ible 'permanent revolution' scenarios which the IMG — the closest group to us
in its political responses in the early '70s = spun around the Catholic revolt,.

- At best we believed that the Catholic and IRA revolt would force Britain
and the Irish bourgeoisie into radical reorganisation. Of course, it did: Prot—
estant Stormont was abolished in March 1972 and direct rule substituted.
Power-sharing in 1974 was an attempt (initially very successful) by the British
government to shift its weight from the Protestants to the Catholiecs (and a
section of the Protestants), while they bound the two parts of Ireland in a
Council of Ireland, the first step to reunification., The Protestant general strike
of May 1974 smashed that structure to bits.

BACKGROUND TO THE CURRENT DISPUTE

The disputes on Ireland in the new WSL erupt against this background of
widely different degrees of involvement of the two previous organisations in
Irish politics. They would be very strange disputes in any circumstances, but
they are bizarre given (a) practical agreement on the key questions, and (b)
the background of the two sides. It is plain from the debates — at the recent
extended weekend school for example — that comrade Jones is discussing issues
like federalism for the first time in his life,

The best you can say for Smith and Jones is that since they gained their
political independence in 1975 they have moved towards support for the Repub-
licans against the British government. In my book, that is to say a lot for
them, and to say the essential thing in their favour on the Irish question,

Before that, as we have seen, for the decisive first six Yyears after

1968, they took into Cowley the political rubbish of the WRP/SLL, which lied
about Irish reality, which displayed its unique combination of bombast and
cowardice when the bombs started going off in England, and which systematically
lied about its socialist opponents on the question, The SLL/hRP had a pamphlet
'"Who are the International Socialists', with two chapters on us, effectively
- accusing us of supporting the British troops. It contained a photo of a British

soldier searching a man in Northern Ireland with a caption virtually blaming
me by name for the incident!) - :

Yet look how Smith and Jones have conducted the discussion. By making
pronouncements on issues like federalism in the style of a Pope rebuking an
errant sinner. And by venomous deunnciations of people like myself as 'reform—
ists', 'capitulating to the pressure of imperialism?, etc. etc.

'Self praise is no praise', as my mother used to say. Her disapproving
ghost rises out of my subconscious to remind me of this when I read over the
following paragraphs. Yet the sort of 'discussion! we have had on Ireland,
intermittently for two years now, leaves me little choice but to insist that
if people with théirecord on Ireland of Smith and Jones (and Johnson, who was
the first to accuse us of 'bending under bourgeois pressure') are to continue
'discussing' by substituting of accusations that we are 'reformist!, 'capitula~
tors' etc. for rational and informed assessment of the issues, then the actual
record of WF/I-CL should be taken into account.

ARE WE 'CAPITULATORS'?
The articles reproduced here show plainly, I think, that we have had a
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basic consistency all the way through. If we are wrong now, it is not because
of 'pressure' but because our basic ideas in the '60s were wronge. But I hope
the arguments convince comrades that we have not only been consistent but right,
and consistent with the Marxist approach to such questions.

The documents nonetheless fail to do justice to the record of the WF/I~CL
tendency on Ireland. Our fundamental criticism of Republicanism has not pre—
vented us from being active on the side of the Catholics in solidarity move-
ments, etc. Look at the crude facts.

WF is the only British revolutionary organisation to have its national
headquarters raided during the Irish war or - as far as I know = for many
decades past. It happened in September 1973. I was alone in the headquarters

when seven police turned up at 6am, two of them obviously armed.

We conducted a bitter nine-months campaign within the IS/SWP to change
the policy to one of calling for troops out in 1969/70. A minority of a
dozen or so at the September 1969 conference, and denounced as wanting a
bloodbath, we were about even at the Baster conference in 1970. On my motion
the National Committee changed IS's position a couple of months later,

After the attempted pogroms in August 1969, Catholic Derry and West
Belfast 'seceded' behind barricades. These free areas were surrounded by
a cordon of British troops.

Volunteers flocked to defend Free Derry and Free Belfast from the expected
assault of the British Army, which manned the barricades from the outside
carrying machine pistols, rifles, and clubs. WF sent two voluntees to Derry.
Joe Wright and I lived in a camp in the C81ltic Park sports ground for a couple
of months, helping to police the area and prepared to defend it. I was elected
representative of the 'outsiders' to the council that ran Free Derry. When
the decision to take down the barricades and let the British Army in was taken,
it was supported by the disoriented Republicans and by left leaders like
Eamonn McCann. The vote on the committee was between them and a counter-motion
by me against letting the troops in.

When the first bombs went off in England in February 1972, all the left
groups except two lost their heads and made fools of themselves. Socialist
Worker, for example, declared:

"For every army officer killed in Britain, the Tories have a thousand
replacements", ' :

The two exceptions were WF and the IMG. Except that WF was trying to
produce a workers' paper and to talk to workers, and the IMG was then an
organisation of self-consciously wild-eyed petty bourgeois ultra-lefis whose
central orientation was student and Third-Worldiste. It did not cost them very
much to support the IRA., It did not, as with us, bring them into conflict
with a central focus of their work, the industrial working class.

In 1975 WF, almost on its own, organised the first national demonstration
against the Prevention of Terrorism Act. _

CIVILIAN AND MILITARY TARGETS

As the texts show, we insisted on the distinction between civilian and
military targets, not as a cop—out when civilians were the target, but when
the target was an officers' mess at Aldershot barracks, We announced the limits
of our support for IRA bombings at the point when we were almost alone in
defending what they had just done.

The distinction arose then, and continues to be important for us now, as
a result of our class pclitics and our class approach to the Irish question.
It arose as a product of our determination to be rigorous and serious Marxists,
and not because it made life easier for us. It was part, then, of an approach
which, among working class and working-class—oriented organisations, completely




isolated us.

Yet the comrades have found it impossible to discuss these questions
without charges of 'soft options', 'capitulating', etc.

I for one find this slightly hard to take from people who in 1972 were
with Mr Healy and peddling his pseudo-Marxist cop—out denunciations of
'individual terrorism®,

In fact the documents reproduced here ‘do contain one political error which
is proof that we sometimes have bent under pressure — the press statement that
Gardiner and I put out within an hour of the departure of the police from WF
headquarters. It contains the sentence:

"In principle we support its Z?he IRA{§7 right to do what it thinks
necessary".

That is wrong because it omits the distinction between civilian and mili-—
tary targets. Mistakes ocour. In this case the 'pressure' of the armed police
raid on G St, together - probably - with reluctance to appear to curry favour
with the press, pushed us towards an error of 'intransigence'. (The fact that it
was not entirely clear then whether the bombs going off in London at the time,
or some of them, were not the work of provocateurs, may also have han an feffect).

No, comrades, the record does not entitle you %o evade the political
questions with denunciafions that we bend under pressure. Talk to us about the
politiocs,

FACTIONALISM IN THIS DISPUTE

In fact, if you look at the records of the new WSL, it becomes plain and
clear the present position of Jones and his co-thinkers on bombings is the
product of pure factionalism,.

When the NC discussed the issue and adopted a position in October and
December 1981, Jones and Smith had the same position as Hill, Kinnell, Collins,
Parkinson and myself now,

More than that. As the minutes of the EC that discussed the Chelsea
bombing show (reprinted in this bulletin), the case for a balanced response
to the explosion by the IRA of a massive nailbomb in a crowded Chelsea
street was made by us, and Smith and Jones initially were for an ungualified
condemnation, : :

Now I don't condemn Smith and Jones for reacting with revulsion and
horror to the Chelsea bombing, or for reacting one-sidedly at first. The
minutes indicate that Kinnell and myself were initially somewhat 'one-gided!
in the opposite direction. And the more balanced approach in the final EC
resolution that I drafted was agreed unanimously. (Morrow changed his mind
shortly after, and lyingly claimed that non-condemmation had always been his
position: see the NC minutes),

I do condemn Smith and Jones, and the organisation should condemn them,
for what happened afterwards, and for what they are doing now on the questione

THE ARTICLE AND THE OUTCRY

I arranged an article according to the EC resolution and by EC decision.
The article began by condemning the Chelsea nail bomb very sharply and clearly,
and in no mealy-mouthed way, and then went on to make the case for our basic
politics on Ireland. The article contains a defence of the right of the IRA
to strike at military targets in Britain., Similar or sharper words of condem-
nation had been used before, describing bombings in Belfast in 1972, for
example, as "a holocaust of ordinary people".

The condemnation expressed my real opinions and feelings on the matter,
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and the opinions and feelings of the entire EC when we discussed it. The way
it was written was calculated to gain a hearing from people whose overwhelming
response would be the same as Smith's and Jones's.

Now I think the article, as an article, is all right — not brilliant or
especially good, a bit flat, but just about all right. Then perhaps I would,
wouldn't I? But even if it was a lousy article, bad and conception and execu=
tion, for sure it corresponds to the decision of the EC.

In no sense was it a purely personal article. Yet ever since I have been
the target of an envenomed personal campaign through the organisation and in
TILC about the article.

TATROCITY'?
The loud emotional outery from Oxford and Leicester that greeted the

article would make sense only from people who wanted us to support the tactic
of setting off a massive nail bomb in a street crowded with afternoon shopperse

Yet none of the critics held that position, or anything like it, so far as I

can understand what they have been saying.

The uproar focused at first on alleged use of the word fatrocity’.
Now it was an atrocity, and it would in my opinion have been permissible to
say s0e. But in fact that article didn't. (Such is the power of suggestion and
loud assertion that I had to re-read the article to discover that it didn'tl)*

The article used a rather hackneyed but still very useful phrase — 'the
politics of the last atrocity! — which describes the violent swings of publioc
opinion after each spectacular event in the war: sharply against the British
after 13 unarmed civilians were shot in January 1972, then sharply against the
Provisionals after the July 1972 carnage in Belfast {'Bloody Friday'), etoce
The editors, putting the paper together, incorporated this phrase in an
introductory sentence. A couple of lines got inadvertently left out of the
text, garbling the passage containing the phrase. (It was obviously garbled:
the original sense of the text is restored within square brackets in this IB)e

The point was to argue against shallow weather-vane politics which
forgets the basic issues in favour of immediate emotional reactions,

But a viciously personalised campaign followed about the article, which
did not abate after the decisive NC vote on the basic line on bombings in
December 1981, It was still going on at the 1982 summer school.

THE COUNTER-ARGUMENTS

The arguments the comrades used were and are truly remarkable,

I leave aside Morrow, who wobbled all over the place, and lied through
his teeth about his initial position. As far as I remember he produced no
distinctive argument.

Comrade Gable was a more loyal and serious critic, who refrained from
wild denunciation and tried to express his own vicw precisely. This was that
we were opposed to the entire strategy of the IRA, but could not criticise
their 'tactics'!, like the Chelsea 'tactic'.

#* Tt is in the same order of things as the slanderous nonsense that originated
in the faction fight over the Falklands war and has now appeared in all the
sectarian newspapers, Workers Power, Spartacist, eto: that we carried an inter—
view with 2 certain MP during the Falklands war in which he called for econo-
mic instead of military sanctions by the British state against Argentina with—
out dissent from us. He did call for economic sanctions in the interview. But
the call for economic sanctions is criticised and attacked on the front page

of the same paper!
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"We are opposed to guerillaism as a strategy... But in defending the
right of the oppressed to: struggle we cannot select parts in this
struggle to 'conderm' more than the other parts, and we are careful in
our criticism - always to distance ourselves from % bourgeois reaction.
We recognise that the distinction between military and civilian targets
is not a clear divide and we cannot therefore 'support! one and 'oppose!
the other", :

(Amendment at December 1981 NC).

Gable's arguments as recorded in the December 1981 NC minutes were:

"Division between military and civilian targets i§ filse. To most British
workers, the division makes no odds. For us, the division is difficult practi-
cally, and seems to be moralist. In every national liberation struggle there
have been a lot of civilian casualties as a matter of strategy".

"My point is that our criticism of methods rests on general political
criticisms. We can't ZEbriq§7 our criticism from the number of people killed,.

"How would you answer a question on the Birmingham pub bombings. I would
answer that they were an inevitable tragedy arising from a conflict of imper-
ialism and petty bourgeois nationalism — and petty bourgeois nationalism does
not work. ; ' ;

"Yes, workers in Longbridge thought the article on the bombing was out—
rageously pro-IRA. But it was capitulationist — just inefficiently capitula-
tionist".

Comrade Piggot, who has been one of the loudest and most condemnatory of
the critics, said this among other things:

"When I discuss in the factory, I don't support bombing of civilians but
focus on British imperialism™,

We hope to put the full minutes in a future IB.

HOW TO EXPLAIN

Now in my opinion this brings us to the central question in this
dispute, which is this: who are we, and what are we trying to do?

I think we are working class socialists, internationalists and democrats,
who have our own independent programme for Ireland and everywhere else, and
who support the IRA =~ when we support them — for our own reasons and from
our own viewpoint. How is it that we can criticise their strategy and general
politics, and yet not say sharply that we disapprove - as Piggot and Gable do,
it seems = of civilian bombings?

The reason for saying that we disapprove is that we believe it. We there—
fore should not have any difficulty in understanding the feelings of not very
political British workers about civilian bombings. By saying plainly that we
condemn civilian bombings, at the same time as explaining why they happen and
what our basic views are on Ireland, we lessen the barriers between the workers
and us, we avoid needlessly creating barriers that will prevent us from being
able to talk to our class, about Ireland amd about other things,

Piggot, 'if I understand him, suggests that we should respond to the
question, 'What about IRA civilian bombings?' with another question, 'What
about the crimes of British imperialism?! As a one~line response to try to
draw an angry worker into a balanced discussion, this may be useful. But it
is not an answer to the original question. ind if we are to be able to argue
honestly, and to educate people, we have to answer questions squarely. Our
Job is to present a full, independent outlook of our own, not simply to respond
to workers voicing revulsion against British imperialism's opponents by
voicing our own revulsion against British imperialism.
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We should not be frightened of saying what we think when it goes 'against
the stream'; we should also not allow fears of 'capitulation' to stop us saying
what we think when it is 'with the stream', Otherwise we end up proposing not
an independent alternative to bourgeois public opinion, but merely a primitive
mirror—image of it. Just such -2 mistake has led too many militants into refusing
to condemn crimes of Stalinism ~ because they feared by doing so to ocapitulate
to bourgeois pressure. : :

Gable!s reasons as to why we should not say what we think about civilian
bombings seem to concern pride, or the notion that to do so somehow is not
honourable, It is 'capitulatory'.

'Capitulation' is a big word which should not be in this discussion. If
any of us have 'capitulated', then we -have gone over to the British ruling class

‘viewpoint and policies for Northern Ireland, and support them against the IRA,

as a result of our opposition to civilian bombings. That is the literal meaning
of the word herc.

Who hasrdone this? By what standards of measurement is condemnation of
the oivilian bombing tactic capitulation in the political sense?

ind why does Gable think it impermissible to condemn particular acts of
the IRA, but permissible to distance ourselves completely and fully by defining
the issue as a matter of petty bourgeois nationalists from whom nothing better
is to be expected anyway, and who are therefore, it seems, declared not to be
on the same political and moral plane as us?

Gable cannot mean capitulation politically. He must refer to, and be
primarily concerned with, moral and psychological capitulation.

Capitulation to what? To the backwardness of the British workers? But
working class opposition to civilian slaughter is not backwardness.— even if
the workers have double standards. The notion that we cannot tell average
workers that we share their revulsion about civilian bombings (although in fact
we do), because they do not already share our general assessment on Ireland,
is a variant of sectarian ultimatism. Instead of playing our proper role of
educating and enlightening workers, using whatever approach will hel to do
that, we are to stand proudly aloof, andiwon't talk:to them until they share
our basic viewpointe.

Like all such 'sectarianism', this reduces us to a passive role. Don't
utter a word of agreement to the workers' human revulsion at slaughter unless
they first support the basic goals of the IRA! Gable does make one concession,
but a quintessentially sectarian one: that we can obliquely criticise the IRA,
so long as we express it in our own jargon, using terms (petty bourgeois,
imperialist) that convey little to the averagé worker. '

DEFENDING WHAT IS DEFENSIBLE

This approach means retreating ﬁp a ladder of abstraction, and thereby
would render us incapable of defending what is defensible in the IRA campaign.

It is possible, from our politics, to defend attacks on milita y targets
in Britain (even if in our opinion the entire military campaign is counter-
productive:s that has been my opinion for a long time). For example, I wrote an
article explaining/defending an explosion in an army coach aboutside Mamchester
in which a woman and two children died together with (I think) seven soldierss
I was, of course, sickened by it, but I wrote an article aimed at the average
militant British worker defending it according to our politics and the right
of the IRA to strike at the British army. I found it possible to explain it in
terms of a basic democratic right of the oppressed fo strike at their oppressors!
army. But to present such explanations with conviction and political and
intellectual consistency, you are obliged to make the distinction between
military and civilian targets. The justifications and criteria that allow us
to defend military attacks do not apply to civilian targets. For the only posi=—
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tion from which one can defend indiscriminate slaughter of 'enemy' civilians
is chauvinism, national hate, national revengee. The British worker who has that
outlook will not favour the IRA.

The alternative to explaining the criteria and the distinctions would be
to treat the readers with utter contempt, and rely on a vague and evasive
non—committal attitude. You would avoid having to condemn civilian bombings -
at the cost of being unable to explain the military attacks.

I suspect there is a half-developed notion also present that we shouldn't
criticise the IRA publicly within imperialist Britain. This is understandable,
emotionally and psychologicallye. In practice, though, it is just another variant
of refusing to talk to British workers as they are. It has 'Third-Worldist'
overtones of the sort usually found among Maoists who identify the British
workers with the bourgeoisie, The documents of the former Smith~Jones tendency,
especially IB 7, were awash with this sort of idea.

A 'PURE' POSITION

Comrade Piggot's argument, I think, is even more plainly sectarian than
Gable's. Piggot has been extremely loud in denunciations of me about Ireland,
and on this issue especially. His starting point seems to be some sort of Irish
nationalism.

I was astonished to hear him say he would not defend the Chelsea nail-
bombing, at the same time as he condemmed the article. He wants, apparently,
to confine comment to generalities about imperialisme, I find it difficult to
imagine a conversation with a worker (unless s/he is already more or less with
us) being steered onto a high~minded discussion about imperialism without
dealing with the immediate, emotion—charged question of the bombings. Comrade
Piggot would have to admit - horrible capitulation! - that slaughtering «
civilians was not a good idea in order even to be able to discuss the whys and
wherefores and the utlimate responsibility of imperialism for the situation.

Workers Fight's condemnation of the Birmingham bombings in 1974 aroused
some controversy within and around the organisation. One close contact, in
particular, moved away from us on the issue. Later he joined the Provisionalse

He bitterly condemmed our denunciation of the bombing. But we got an
instructive response when we asked him to move a WF model resolution on the
bombings in his union branch (where he was well-established and aotive). He
refused, not because the resolution condemned the bombings = but because it
expressed solidarity with the IRA's basic struggle against British imperialism,
He never raised such ideas in his union branch, he expliined - it would alien-—
ate people too much. :

His 'intransigent' stand was thus purely for private consumption — not
for work in the labour movement.

I don't suppose comrades Gable or Piggot have a similar attitude. But
could they imagine putting a resolution in their union branch after a civilian
bombing without condemning that bombing? For that purpose, could they be satis—
fied with the approach of refusing to comment on the specific bombing, and
instead talking about the crimes of imperialism and the general inadequacies
of petty bourgeois nationalism?

And what does it mean to demand from the paper a 'harder' line than you
take yourself? It must mean seeing the paper as something 'pure' -and 'clean?,
rather than a tool for use, geared actually to reach people.

Here the whole issue seems to link up with the general problem of comrades
having a tendency to make a fetigh of the paper, its labels and ideological
tags, instead of seeing it as a tool to be changed and adapted tactically in
order to do a job in given conditions and circumstances.
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JONES'S AMENDMENT

The NC decided on a WSL pbsition 18 months agos Voting was 21 to 10

with 2 abstentions. Those voting for the majority position included Smith,
Jones, Hunt, etc.

Comrade Jones has reopened the issue. He has an amendment to point 3
of the NC resolution, where it condemns civilian bombings in Britain and in
Ireland. The amendment reads in full:

"This criticism is secondary, and présented in such a manner",
That's hou it is written, and that's all there is of it.

Formally one could yawn and vote for this amendment. The criticism is
politically secondary — it does not override our basic position. Criticism
was secondary in the Chelsea nail-bomb article.

If the amendment is meant as an attempt to impose a formula for future
articles (they must begin, 'We support the IRA...', and then criticise), then
it is half-baked because it does not actually say that. Even if it did say
that, and it got passed by conference, no responsible day-to-day leadership
after the conference, NC, EC, or the comrades responsible for the paper, could
possibly let the precise details of the way the paper and the organisation
responded to, for example, another slaughter on the scale of the Birmingham
bombings, be determined by such formulas.

Essentially the amendment is politically meaningless. Nevertheless it
should not be passed. Jones has reopened the issue - I assume deliberately,
and for factional reasons: the triviality of his amendment is proof of that,
if you have eyes to see., The amendment will allow comrades in the minority
in December 1981 to re-raise the whole basic issue, If Jones's meaningless
amendment is passed, they will claim for it all sorts of significance it does
not literally have. '

ERRORS OF WORKERS FIGHT

The reprints in this bulletin demonstrate, I think, the consistency of
the approach that some of us have had, -not only since the beginning of the
Catholic revolt and the IRA campaign, but for quite a while before that.
Whatever inconsistencies may be found in this or that detail -~ the way the
issue of bombings was presented in the statement after the police raid, for
example - there has been a fundamental consistency. :

That does not mean, however, that WF's politics were completely adequates
I can dig into -articles and editorials, and publish the material in this
bulletin, critical of the IRA at key moments like 'Bloody Friday' and the
Birmingham bombingse On the whole, however, we tended to suppress criticism
as much as we decently could - and that was too much. '

It is probable that many comrades educated by WF/I—CL did not pay much
attention to the qualifications and criticisms, which were always to be found
in subordinate paragraphs. The criticisms of the IRA on Bloody Friday, for
example, were published in an editorial which carried the headlines 'British
Troops Out' (on the front page) and 'For the IRA, Against British imperialism!
(over the continuation on page 3).

Thus we were (it seems to me) also partly guilty of the sort of sectarian—
ism I accuse Piggot and Gable of. We found it extremely difficult to =sell
that issue of the paper during the 'July days' of 1972 when, just up the
road from our headquarters, tens of thousands of demonstrators marched and
oongregated outside Pentonville Prison where five dockers were imprisoned
under Edward Heath's Industrial Relations Act.

The basic principles, views and assessments in the coverage were correct,
I think. But the way they were expressed tended to cut us off from dialogue
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with workers who were not already close to our ideas on Ireland.

Also, it is not intended by the republication of these articles and
excerpts to suggest that the the Northern Ireland situation can be viewed in
the same light today as a decade ago.

12 years into the IRA war, it is plain that the whole struggle is in an
impasses. The IRA in the 6 Counties has, by dropping federalism, become overtly
sectarian. The 26 Counties workers remain fundamentally indifferent, despite
sporadic solidarity action as during the hunger strikes, Apart from successes
within the Northern Ireland Catholic community against the SDLP - beginning
with the hunger strikes — the IRA has not made any advance in 11 years. The
turn into impasse could be traced back, perhaps, to 'Bloody Friday'.

Marxists have the duty, even though we are British (or, like myself, Irish
but live in Britain) to assess the overall situation. Although I believe WF's
principles and ways of assessing the situation were correct, its coverage was
deficient because we tended to silence ourselves and our assessments and
criticisms of the IRA - to impose a self-denying ordinance on our own politics
in deference to a petty bourgeois nationalist formation because it was 'leading
the struggle against imperialism', even when we knew that its anti-imperialism
was necessarily very limitede I think we should not have been so self-effacing.

TO SUM UP

To restate the issue in a nutshell: the only position from which to support
or fail to object to actions like the Birmingham pub bombings is Irish chauvin-—
isme The only basis on which to talk +to British workers honestly and convinc=
ingly in support of the basic objectives of the IRA is working class internation=—
alism and consistent democracy in the relations between nations, people, and
fragwents of peoples and nations,

Thus comrades who follow the IRA into support for acts of bloody and
desperate chauvinism pitch themselves into a quandary. It does not matter that
the comrades only want to '™mot condem's, In the labour movement and in reality,
not to condemn is to condone, or to apply double standards, or to say implic-
itly: the British people and the British working class bring it on themselves.

Petty bourgeois moralists and conscience-stricken liberals are unable
to talk to the working class because they have no ideological independences
We must have ideological independence,

Carolan
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