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Like all political questions, that of 'national independence’
has to be approached by the working class on an historical basis.
As Marxists we can recognise no abstract, eternal "right" to
national self-determination; on the contrary, we must recognise
that "the proletariat is the negation of all nationality"('German
Ideology”) and that "The workers have no fatherland” ('"Communist

Manifesto"). Here we are not simply quoting scripture, but take-
our stand on the fact that the proletariat is a collective producer
class on the basis of an international division of labour and on a
world market. And only the proletariat can smash the national
fetters imposed upon these productive forces by capitalism, trans-
forming means of production which function as capital into the
technical baslis of a society of assoclated producers.

i

Therefore we say that the 'support' given by the working class at a
certain period to struggles of national unification or national
liberation, was not on the basis of abstract right or efernal
justice, but on the basis of its own immedlate and future class
1nterests To clarify this statement, let us be more specific.

In the. perlod of capitalist asoendancv, when 1t was an expanding,
progressive mode of production, dealing the death blow to feudal
relics, expanding political rights, introducing reforms, etc. (i.e.
roughly the eighteenth and nineteenth'centuries), the working class
could work alongside, though independent of, the bourgeoisie for
national unification and national liberation. ' It could do this
both because its own immediate interests were ‘served in these
struggles, such as gaining the rights to unionise, the electoral
franchise, rights of political organisation, and so on. It could
also support these movements, since by hastening the independent
development of these capitals onto the world market, these struggles
of the rising bourgeols class were preparing the material basils for
communism, that is, the development of large scale 1ndustry and the

world lelSlon of labour.

Thus for example, the First WOrklngmen s International. gave its
support to the Northern States in their struggles for the unifica-
tion of the U.S.A., in 1860-65. This civil war freed millions of
slaves and protected the northern workers against the extension of
slavery, as well as allowing for a rapid industrialisation process
to begin and develop throughout the U.S.A. Similarly, in Germany
the Social Democrats fought alongside the liberal bourgeoisie for
the unification of Germany free from Prussian militaristic domin-
ation, a struggle which, however, was negative in outcome. Further,



ell revolutionaries in the nineteenth century,whether Marxist or
Bakuninist, struggled for a liberated Poland which would serve as
a bulwark against Tsarist reaction in the event of a revolutionary
upheaval in Europe. But in all these movements the class sought
to maintain its political independence of the bourgeoisie, and
their limited tactical nature was realised by Marxist revolution-
aries, Unlike the anarchists, who were metaphy31cal in their
_gggoltlon to parliamentary tactics and in their support for
ional liberation, the approach of Marxists was historical.

Whereas Bakunin could state,

"We want full freedom for all natlons with the right of

self-determination for every people ... a fatherland

represents the incontestable right of every man, of

every numan group." (1)

Marx never recognised such an approach. There was no general rule

ror national independence; e.g. Marx was very reluctant to come to
& position of support for Irish independence, or even Home Rule
ithin the British state. Even here the main reason for support

was the aid this would give to the struggle of the British workers .

against capnital. Marx's views are straightforward, he states,

~"Thus the attltude of the International Association to

the: Irish question is quite clegr. Its first need is

to encourage social revolution in fngland To this end

a great blow must be struck in Ireland ... it 1s a pre-

condition to the emancipation of the English working

class to transform the present forced union (i.e. the
~ensiavemcnt of Ireland) into equal and free confeder-

ation if possible, into complete separatlon if need_be." (2)

Similariy, Marx cpposed the "11berat10n" of the Balkan Slavs from
the domination of the Hapsburgs since this could let reactionary
Russia into Europe, where it would be a threat to progressive
movements. Finally, no socialists of that time made any pretence
that the liberation of China or India from imperialism was
possible; this colonisation was seen as historically necessary =
a phase c¢f global capitalist development. Despite all the horrors
it entailed, it was, as domestic primary accumulation had been, a
neces3sary phase which capital had to pass through before communism

(1) Quoted from "Bakunin and Marx on Nationalism" by S.P. Halbrook,
in Anarchy Vol.1 No.. p.22. This muddled anarchist attacks Marx
for his opposition to national liberation, and defends the positions
of Bakunin outlined. Defenders of eternal rights, take note. |
(2) "Confidential Communication" by Karl Marx, IMarch 1870. Quoted
from "On Colonialism" by Marx and Engels (Lawrence and Wishart)
P.259-60. See also his letter to Engels of 10.12.69 in the same
volume, P« 552-3. - _ '




was possible. No interest at all, elther of the working class or
of human1ty, would have been served by an independent China or
India in® the last century, even had this been a possibility.
Bourgeois revolutions in Furope were one thing, colonial rebellions
(though Marx denounced their savage suppression) in Africa and Asia,
another. This was not because any "racial" characteristics '
unfitted them for independence, but because of their level of
economic development which precluded political autonomy.

However, with the beginnings of the decay of the capitalist mode of
production, associated with the global operation of the law of
value and the division of the viorld among several big imperialist
powers, (1) the tasks of the working class ceased to be that of
reform, within bourgeois society, and became instead the overthrow
of that society. In the epoch of crises, wars and social decomp- .
osition, the class could only respond with the communist programme.
In this period the development of any national capitals on 1o the
world market in an independent fashion became impossible; national
liberation struggles became 1nter-1mper1al1st struggles in which
the working class had nothing to gain and much to lose. The epoch
when the class could support nation=l liberation came to a defin--

~itive end in 191L; all possible communist support for one.bourgeois

bloc against another, or alliances of classes agalnst feudal
reaction were henceforth things of the past ;

One of the lMarxists to refllse this, as other aspects of the
beginnings of thé decline of the capitalist mode of production,

was Rosa Luxemburg.  In a polemic over Poland in 1896, she argued
that the Polish bourg601s1e was "tied to Russia with chains of

gold™, and that continued socialist support for an independent
Poland was tantamount to soolallst national chauvinism. Capital

in Poland had no chance to conguer a place in the world market, and
preferred the protected Russian one. In this polemic she crossed
swords with Lenin, as she did later with the outbreak of World War

One, when she extended her opposition to all national movementis in
the twentieth century. In "Either - Or" she wrote

"In this era of unfettered imperialism, there can no
longer be national wars ... For no suppressed nation

can freedom and independence blossom forth from the °*
politics of imperialist states and the imperialist war.
Small nations, whose ruling classes are appendages and
accessories of their class comrades in the large nations,

are merely pawns in the imperialist game played by the
maJor powers'" (2)

(1) For an econonic explanation of the deollne of capitalism, see
the accompanying article in this issue of R.P. For a summary of

the 1mp110at10ns of copitalist deoadenoe, see our Platform in No.1
OF. - e

(2) TFrom "Rosa Luxemburg, beleoted Writings™ ed R. Looker p.225
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Against Luxemburg and others, like Bukharin, who felt that in the
epoch of imperialism national liberation was an impossibility,

Lenin, in works such as "The Right of Nations to Self-determination",
argued for the continuing right of peoples to national independence.
In this debate the subtle dialectics of Luxemburg and not the rigid
scholasticism of Lenin represents Marxism. Two world wars and the
of the 'colonial revolts' of our era only serve to confirm the
analysis that she made. '

It is within this fromework that we have outlined and not from any
petty-bourgeois or liberal standpoint of the merits of the case or
whatever, that we approach the present tragic spectacle in Ireland,
where workers are killing each other at the behest of rival
nationalisms. To begin with we need to be more specific and out-
line the economic evolution of Irish society, which provides the
material underpinnings of the present conflict.

The Evolution of Capitalism in Ireland iy

To understand the partition of lreland which occurred in the
twentieth century, we have to understand the way capitalism
developed in the island. Essentially capitalism in Ireland arose
as an appendage of the first capitalist power, Britain, but this

development took entirely different forms in the north and south,
and there never was a coherent 'Irish' economy.

In the six north-eastern counties(Ulster) the indigenous clans

were extirpated in the early seventeenth century and the area
planted with yeoman farmers, mainly from Scotland and all of them
Protestants. The economy of this region thus early developed into
one of small commodity production, on small-holdings leased by
tenants from the landlords on the basis of the so-called "Ulster
Custom". This was an unwritten code which a2llowed the tenant to |
keep the benefit of improvements he made to his farm without paying

increased rent, and to sell them to the incoming tenant if he left.
The "Custom" was imposed on the landlords by a class war of the
self-confident petty-bourgeois. peasantry of the region in the
seventeenth century and maintained in a similar manner in the
eighteenth century by rural violence. On this foundation there
developed the linen industry on the basis of small entrepren-
eurial capital, which itself provided the technology and capital
for the cotton industry of the industrial revolution. These
developments partly generated and partly attracted the capital
that was to fund the build-up of heavy industry around Belfast
after 1840, based on tobacco, engineering and shipbuilding. (By
circa 1900 there were approximately 15,000 industrial proletarians
employed in shipbuilding and 30,000 in textiles.) Being almost
entirely dependent on imported raw materials for its industry (e.g.
coal, iron, flax and tobacco) and on the Empire for its markets
(such as heavy industrial equipment and consumer goods), the
industrial bourgeoisie of Ulster saw its very economic survival as
conditional on the maintenance of free trade links with Britain.

As a deputation of the Belfast Chamber of Commerce put it to



ladstone in opposition to Home Rule in 1893,

"It was an indisputable thing, and beyond the sphere

of argument with those who lived in Belfast, that the
condition precedent to their progress was their conn-
exion with Great Britain through the legislative Union.™ (1)

In other words, in the period of capitalist ascendancy until the
First World War, Ulster was an integral part of British and world
industrial capitalisn. '

None of this was the case in the south. Here the expropriation of
the clans had taken a different form. Plantation had failed and an
uneasy domination was maintained over the south. But the inter-
vention of Catholic Ireland against the bourgeois revolution in
England in 16,0-50, led to a situation where the Irish landed class
was dispossessed and their lands sold to pay the debts of the
revolutionary Parliament. Those who bought the lands either
evicted the peasantry or converted them into rack-rented, racially
and religiously distinct subsistence producers. This process left
elghty per cent of land in English hands by 1700, and thirty per
cent of the Irish population dead from war, executions and trans-
plantations. §e

The new owners, mainly absentees, had no interest in improving
agriculture, since they could merely rack the peasantry, while the
latter lost the material benefits of any improvements to' their
farms due to increased rents and no security of tenure. Thus they
grew enough potatoes to live on and enough corn to pay their rents,
and the economic system stagnated, with only a little subsidised
industry growing up in towns like Dublin. The system underwent a
quantitative development during the industrial revolution in
Britain, when the high price of corn allowed younger sons to lease
land instead of awaiting their fathers' deaths, but production was
still on a similar subsistence basis. However, the expansion of
population attendant on this quantitative growth of the economy led
to disaster in the 1840's when falling corn prices and the failure
of the potato crop caused a famine in Ireland. In this famine
around a million people died of starvation or disease, while
continued emigration after 1850 further reduced the population.
This fell between 180 and 1900 from eight millions to four millionc.

But to the famine is owed the real birth of capitalism in southern
lreland. The emigrations facilitated the amalgamation of leases by
the peasantry, who switched to dairy farming and direct production
for the market. The landlords, meanwhile, had been nearly bank-

(1) "Economics of Partition"(1972) p.66. British and Trish
Communist Organization. Though politically vitiated by its
ilenshevik tendencies, this is the only scientific text on Ireland

produced by the “left". See especially the chapters on the 'Ulster
Custom’ and the 'Linen Industry'.



rupted by indigence and the effects of the famine and were now
threatened by the rise of a militant peasant Land League in the
1870's. The British bourgeois State decided to rid itself of the
parasitic Irish landlord class and acceded to the demands of the
peasantry for security of tenure and regulation of rents. Finally,
with the Encumbered Estates legislation, the British bourgeoisie
alded the Irish tenantry to buy for about one-third cost, the
estates of the landlords and by 1900 the vast bulk (over 90%) of
land in the south was in the hands of a prosperous, self-confident
farmer class which produced for the market with the use of small
-elements of hired labour. Lacking the necessary technical skills
and markets, little industry had developed in the south, except
that associated with luxury production or the processing of agri-
cultural produce. Any capital which did accumulate found its way
naturally into the British or Ulster economies, where a higher
rate of profit could be expected,

- "The Irish middle classes preferred to invest thelir
cepital in E ngland; the £20 million on deposit 1in
Irish banks in 1860 was offset by £40 million which was
invested in British stock." (1) '

Southern underdevelopment was materially rooted and not a "plot"
by imperialism. The capitalism which developed in Ireland was
overwhelmingly petty-bourgeois in character, in distinction to
that in Ulster. For example, while there were circa 60,000
industrial and transport workers in 1926, there were almost
400,000 self-employed workers, 80,000 'employers', 380,000 service
workers and 336,000 agricultural holdings (1931), a total of circa
1,100,000. Thus, while circa five per cent of the population in
the south were workers, in the north, the figure was nearer fifty
per cent. The ideology of such a capitalism, in a world where

the capitalist mode of production based on large-scale industry
was dominant, could only be protectionism. The southern Irish
bourgeoisie foresaw its salvation through legislative independence
and tariff walls against Britain and other competitors. Belng
based largely on a domestic market, and with few imports for its
industries, such an ideology was plausible to the ears of the
solchern capitalists. A greater contrast with the north could not
be imagined, and thus we see that the material interests of the
norbthern and southern capitalists were divergent, and a function
nf each's special relationship to British capital. Partition was
“u2 outcome of this development.

(1) "Changing Nature of Imperisalism in Ireland" Jim Smythe p.62,
in Bulletin of the Conference of Socialist Economists Spring, 197..

The rigures on employment are taken from the table on p.69 of

this article. Despite leanings to Catholic nationalism, This
article clearly shows the impesse of the Irish bourgeoisie.
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Since partition this evolution has ceased to diverge to such an
extent, as both north and south became involved in international
capital flows, and the repercussions of capitalist decadence. In
the north there has been a long decline in heavy industry,
coinciding with generally high unemployment, (around 10¢ male).
Statification is well advanced in the Ulster economy (shipbuilding,
aircraft, transport) as the State shores up sectors that private
capital will not invest in, and in addition, after World VWar Two,
an influx of foreign capital (mainly American, but also German),
seeking out lower-cost labour power, has combined to wipe out the
0ld Unionist industrial bourgeoisie. In the south, independence
led to an economic war against Britain, in the 1930's the ending
of trade links and attempts to stimulate domestic industry by
protection and subsidies. This failed to lead to any significant
industrial development and only served to preserve by artificial
protection the small-scale, inefficient nature of Irish capital.
Ixports to the U.K. declined from 96% in 1931 to 90% in 1938. (1)
Chronic unemployment was only avoided by the continued "export"
of labour power to the U.K. - about one million Irish workers
live in Britain. Finally, in the late 1950's, free trade links
were established with Britain again, and a flood of investment
into Ireland followed. Irish subservience to British capital was
as complete as ever, outside the statified sector of transport,
electricity, extractive industries, etc. The final collapse of
the old dream of the nationalist bourgeoisie came when it flung
open its doors to foreign capital in the mid-1960's, offering
cheap labour, tax exemption and direct grants to investors. This
stimulated a spate of enclave development tied to the world market
with minimal effects on the growth of the Irish economy itsel
These measures, and the entry of Ireland into the E.E.C. with %he

U.K, testify to the historical impasse and bankruptcy of the
nationalist bourgeoisie.

The Political Evolution of Irish Society.

This dual evolution of capitalism in Ireland took place in
regions that were racially and religiously dissimilar. Ulster
was predominantly Presbyterian and Anglo-Saxon, while the south
was overwhelmingly Catholic and Celtic. Vhile these factors
speeded or hindered the economic.divergence, or compounded the
divisions caused by this divergence, neither is the cause of the
national divisions within Ireland. These lie rather in the uneven
development of capitalism in the island. Nationalism is bourgeois

1deology, and finds its basis in economics, not in race or
religion.

In response to over-taxation and restrictions on Irish trade, a
democratic bourgeois reform movement arose in the later eighteenth

(1) See Smythe op.cit. p.74.



century in Ireland, inspired by the American and French bourgeois
revolutions; this was the period of "Grattan's Parliament” under
which Ireland had limited home rule under the hegemony of Prot-
estant landed and commercial capital. Contrary to mythology,
Irish nationalism was Protestant in origin, and the class forces
behind these reform movements were the Protestant capitalists and
landlords. Again, contrary to mythology, Ulster was not favoured
by imperialism, for example the bulk of the grants to the linen
industry in the eighteenth century went to the south. Expenditure
of the Linen Board from 1737-57 was as follows: F L

(té'nearest thousand)

Iplnmker L85 .00 Sk LR RERE e £156,000
L n T e A I K 1L o R oA i sisie s HBIEOGK]
@ T S AP RS e e % s s~ RN
Ulster PR SCRPEE AN Ty Y TPANIEY o Tt ¢ d BRI T

Similarly, the dissenting Presbyterisn bourgeoisie -of Ulster was
discriminated against by the Anglican ascendancy which represented
the landlords by énforcing .tithes for the Anglican Church etc. A
section of the Presbyterlan bourgeoisie of Ulster formed a secret
society in the 1790's, the 'United Irishmen' which launched an
armed rebellion against Britain for an independent bourgeois
Ireland across-religious barriers. Likewise, the natlonallst
movement of the early nineteenth century, such as the 'Young
Ireland' movement of the 1840's, was also composed of alienated
Protestant intellectuals and prof6551onal elements. Until well
into the nineteenth century any Catholic nationalist movement was

insignificant, the Catholic Church itself opposing home rule.

This feebleness of Irish Catholic nationalism was because southern
capltalism lacked any developing bourg601s economy necessary for a
nationalist movement to emerge. :

The materiul dynamlc for the reversal of this situstion has
already been outlined; that is the growth of large-scale heavy
industry in Ulster tled to the world market, and the emergence of
petty-bourgeois capitalism in the south. In the south the rise of
the peasant Land League occurred at the same time as the urban
capitalists and professional classes began their Home Rule agita-
tion. The two movements merged, the dominant role being played by
the urban elements of the capltallst alliance who provided the
ideology and leadership. Outside this constitutional 'Home Rule’
party stood a small group of "Fenians" who stood for independence
and engaged in terror campaigns in Britain as well as organizing
armed putsches from their base in the U.S.A. These were suppressed

(1) Figures from "Economics of Partition" p.26. Those who think
the determining factor in the growth or stunting of capitalism is
legislative decrees follow a bourgeois and not a materialist con-
ception of history. Capitalism in Ulster was also hindered (but
not prevented from developing) by the monopoly of Dublin-based
banks till 182k.



only to linger on in. mythology 'Marx organ1zed work. for'the |
relief of Fenian prisoners, though he criticised their terrorist
methods, and by 1890 Engels had turmed to support the Home Rule
party rather than the near—extlnot Fenlens

The role of British Imperialism in Ireland was far from that =
portrayed by sundry varieties of leftists. The British bourg60151e
made llttle profit from the troublesome and backward colony and, |
as we saw, extirpated thée Lazarene Irish landlord class by 1900.- .
This olass had subjected Irel~-nd to centuries of horrible exp101t-
ation and massacres: reok-rentlng perseout1on, crushing of all |
resistance. But W1th the rise to dominance in-Britain of
industrial capital, such methods were hardly necessary. In the .
form of the Liberal Party, the British bourgeoisie supported both
the annihilation of the Irish landlords and the Home Rule movement,
introducing three Bills in Parlisment- before World War One to
grant Ireland independence. The more backward elements of British
capital (commercial and agricultural capital), represented by the

Conservative Party, frustrated these attempts 1n the Lords before
1914, |

The Ulster bourgeoisie had been staunchly Liberal during the
nineteenth century, but in ‘response to the threat of Home Rule,
turmned towards the Anglican landlord-dominated 'Orange Order' in
the 1880's and strived, largely successfully, to form an all-class
alliance against home rule, stretching from landlord and tenants
to industrial capital and the working class. The threat of domin-
ation by a political structure representing small capital; of |
belng cut off from the world market behind tariff walls and an
ultramontane Catholic Church swinging to Home Rule, drove the
Ulster bourgeoisie into the arms of the Conservatlves The latter.
supported the attempts of the 'Unionists’' to arm themselves
against the Home Rule legislation which would have granted Irish
independence but for the outbreak of war in 1914. The arming of
100,000 so-called 'Ulster Volunteers' and doubts that the British
army would flght them, led British capital to make provision for
Ulster to remain in Britain once Home Rule was.granted after the
waer. But far from wanting to subjugate Ireland, Britain was, in
1914, quite willing to move to informal domlhatlon to be rid of an
unprofitable colony, even if it meaht bahdonlng the healthy

capitalist enolave of Ulster.

"The dependenoe of 1hdustrlal Brltaln upon Irlsh
agricultural produce declined ... the costs of
running the country also proved prohibitive." (1)

kven more would British capital like to do this at the present
time, when Ulster is a vast drain on it in the form of defence

(1) Smythe, op.oit. p.oE.
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costs and subsidies to industry etc. This was shown by Wilson's
speech during the Ulster Workers Council strike in 1974. A united
Ireland, informally dominated by British capital, remains the long-
term aim of the British capitalist class.

In the past this was frustrated by several factors. In the half
century to 1920 agricultural prosperity eased the Home Rule
agitation, but with the outbreak of the Imperialist war in 191X
the national movement revived. In 1916 Sinn Fein, a small group

of nationalist intellectuals, formed a para-military organization
and seized Dublin for a week. The savage repression of this
rising, coupled with plans to introduce conscription into Ireland
and the worsening economic situation during the war, swung the

mood towards independence. By the end of the war Sinn Fein had
ousted the Home Rule party, winning almost half of the votes in
the 1918 election to set up a Provisional Government. When Sinn
i'ein rose to dominance, a combination among British capital of
fears that Ireland would ally with other Imperialisms (e.g.

Germany whence arms for the Irish struggle came, or the U.3.A.,
where the bulk of the money was raised) and the Sinn Fein claim to
vhe north, led to attempts to crush the movement. After years of
war, and then civil war between those accepting partition and

those (the I.R.A.) against it, Eire came into existence in 1923.
Since that time the I.R.A. has waged periodic offensives against
the north with the lukewarm support of the southern bourgeoisie.(1)
The revival of confrontation in Ulster came in 1968, when the I.R.A.
began, through front organizations such as the Civil Rights
Asscclation, to move from a policy of military struggle to one cver
‘discrimination’ against the Catholic population. This led to
clashes with the sectarian Ulster State, and after the introduction
of internment without trial, the creation of the so-called liber-
ated areas such as Free Derry was the result. (There was nothing
‘free' about Derry at this time, as those subject to tarring,
"knee-cappings" or extortion by the I.R.A. gangs will testify.)
Eventually direct rule of the province was imposed from London.
Then the confrontation became largely between the British state

and the Protestant bloc, fearful of concessions to the Catholics.
This lead to the U.VW.C. strike in 197) which opposed a proposed
Council of Ireland, seeing this as an anti-partitionist manoeuvre.
This 'Council' was dominated by tin pot generals, small capitalists
and trade union officials and was accompanied by the usual anti-
working class gangsterism of the Ulster Volunteer Force. In the
conflict over 1,000 people have been killed and countless more
injured, not including the victims of the I.R.A. campaign against
British workers, like the pub blasts in Birmingham. In this whole
struggle, we must emphasise, there is nothing positive at stake
for the working class, and no side to be chosen as worthy of

(1) For an outline 'political' history of Ireland, see Edward
Norman's "A History of Modern Ireland”. This is accurate, but
suffers from Unionist leanings.
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support or a lesser evil. The class will have to destroy them all'
the Brltlsh government the Loyalists and the I.R.A

The-Counterhrevolutlon in Ireland.

Now the interests of British Imperlallsm Tiedn the amal-
gamation of both parts of Ireland into the E.E.C. with the U.K. as
a whole., British capitalism has no material motlve for fostering
the continuation of the national confrontation in Ireland; quite
the contrarj, it has every material incentive to overcome 1t and
cut the 'faux-frais' of the production of surplus value. oouthern
Irish capital has no wish to take over the heavily subsidised and
unprofitable industries of the north-east which it could not
support, while international and statified capital in Ulster 1itself
has no reason to fear a united Ireland within E.E.C. tariff walls.,
At the moment the debits of the sectarian confrontation for capital
are much greater than any benefits it brings (such as minimisation
of the class struggle and lower cost labour power). However, we
must bear in mind that in the context of ‘a deepening economic
crisis, it could be in the interests of capital to about-face and
stir up the conflict with a vengeance; and not only that, but to
extend the confrontation in en active way to the workers of
Britain and Eire. Thus factions like the Powellites and those
associated with Catholicism in Eire, as well as the sundry leftist
oroups themselves, and others like the National Front, could all
be given the carte-blanche by elements of capitel in a deepening
crislis to attempt to fragment further the Irish workers and prevent
the unification of the class in Britain itself. The capitalist
groups who seek to prolong the conflicts at the moment are pettiy-
bourgeois groups (publicans, petty-capitalist farmers) who have
been hardest hit so far by the international capitalist crisis,
and their cannon fodder is the permenently unemployed lumpen-
proletawlst of both sides of the religious divide. The attitude
of the various leftist groups in Ireland mirrors their general
counter-revolutionary role. The bulk of them support the petty-
bourgeois and lumpenproletarian I.R.A., as an 'anti-imperialist’
force (though they may criticlse its murder of Irish and British
workers). This is despite the fact that the relationship of .-
Britain towards Ulster is not an 1mper1allst one, (1) and desplte
the fact that the independence achieved in the south has not
advanced the interests of the working class or socialism one 1inch.
But what else should we expect from the left-W1ng of capital.
Opporuunisulcally supporting the I.R.A. 1in a struggle it has no
hope of winning in order to engage in recruiting campalgns, the
leftists divide over which faction to support. While 'Inter-
national 3ocialism’' or the 'liorkers Revolutionary Party' supoort
the nationalist Officials who throw a- few state ‘capitalist nostrums
into their. .programués, others like ‘the 'International Marxist
Group’', endorse the Prov1s10na1 wlng which mlngles nationalism Wlth |

(1) See footnote a2t the shd of this article.
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religion and cultural mysticism. The few leftist who do not
support the I.k.\A., either oppose both sides from a standpoint of
petty-bourgeois morallty (like the anarchists) or support both
sides from the same standpoint, i.e. the endorsing of 'self-activity'
('Solidarity'). Finally, there are those like the Stalinist
'‘British and Irish Communist Organization', who support the right
of both "nations" in Ireland to self- determlnatlon, as 1f we were
still living in the nineteenth century and not in the period of
global capital decay. Not one group, apart from the re-emerging
communist groups, calls for the only position that the working
class must adopt; down with both nationalisms and for the frater-
~nisation of Catholic and Protestant workers against capital 1in
response to the economic crisis.

The 'liberation' of Ireland shows the impossibility of national
liberation in the twentieth century. As we saw, after 1923 the
economy stagnated, grew exotically, withered and was eventually
forced back into subordination under British Imperislism in the
'50's and '60's. In this, Ireland is a paradigmatic case of the
impasse of the national bourgeoisie in our epoch; whether 1in
Ireland, Cuba or Algeria, 'independent' bourgeois nations are
eventually forced back to the parent imperialism, or under the
wing of another, rival imperialism. Politically the evolutlon of
- Ireland also shows the end of the progressive role of the capitalist
class. Finally given the right to estoblish their own states, the
capitalist classes of Ulster and Eire did not extend bourgeois
democracy as had their predecessors. Instead, in the north and
south, the facade of parliamenterism is revesled as rule by a
police state and emergency powers. In both the north and south
.sectarianism is embodied in the culture and society of bourgeois
life. To continue to talk of bourgeois revolutions and national
liberation in our epoch is to attempt to lead the working class
back into the morass of nationalism which it must strive to free
itself from if it is ever to rise to the accomplishment of its
historic tasks.

The Wgrking01ass in Ireland.

Wwhat of the working class in all this counter-revolutlonary
debacle? - '

In the nineteenth century the working class in Ireland was very
small in numbers; its activity was limited to forming a few trades
unions in the north and south which were appendages of the British
trades unions. Politically socialism was virtually non-existent,
and the workers allied with the Liberals in the north and the
Nationalists in the south, tail-ending these progressive bourgeois
movements of that period. At the tum of the century small groups
of socialists were formed round Larkin, Conolly and the Irish
T.U0.C., these being, 1ike John MacLean in Scotland, radical social
democrats with syndicalist leanings. At first the socialists took
a stand against nationsalism, end helped organize workers in both
the north and south. Conolly, for exesmple, denounced nationalism
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as, | .
"a movement which would lay aside class contentions to

gain national ends, so enabling the bourgeoisie to
prevent worklng—elass expression.” (1)

Larkin  helped to organize and support the strikes of the Belfast
dockers and carters in 1907 which lasted six weeks, and the more
spectacular Dublin 'Labour War' of 1913. This was called after
attempts to unionise the city tramways had led to a lockout by

the Home Rule owner, and spread to a confrontation between the |
bulk of the city's workers and the nationalist bourgeoisie, who. -
did not hesitate to demand that British Imperialism use force
against the strikers. The strike lasted six months, an incredible
achievement considering the inexperience of the workers of Dublin
in the small-scale industry and casual employment which was
dominant ot that time, and was actively supported by the 3r1tlsh
working class. Police broke up strikers' meetings, and attacked
pickets during the strike, killing and wounding some workers.
kventually the strike was lost, partly cowed by the presence of
3r1tlsh mllitary personnel. |

Conolly later capitulated to nationalism, and led a group of his
followers into the putsch of Easter 1916, and by the end of the
war the Irish socialists and trades unions had swung to Sinn Fein.

In the north there occurred an explosion of class struggle in 1919
on a par with thet in Dublin six years previously. The end of the
war brought the threat of mass unenployment to the heavy industries
and, like workers in the rest of the U.K., those in Belfast
resolved to struggle for a reduction in the working week. The
shop stewards' movement which had emerged in Belfast as elsewhere
during the war, launched a strike for ") and no more" hours a
week, and over 50,000 shipyard, engineering and other workers came
out on strike - in alliance with 100,000 workers in Glasgow at the
same time. During the strike delegates tried to spread it to
bngland. Picketing was on a mass basis and in addition, strikers
organized 2,000 of their own street patrols and the distribution
of food and coal to working class areas. For four weeks Belfast
was in the hands of the strikers and the Workers Bulletin called
the strike organization "A Labour Parliament". However, the move-
ment failed to assume political dimensions and, like that in
Glasgow, was eventually defeated through isolation. The develop-
ment of the 'border issue' and the onset of the economic depression
kKilled off any class movement in the north till 1935, when mass
demonstrations of Catholic and Protestant workers against unemp-
loyment were attacked by the police, workers killed and. the move-
ment suppressed.

(1) Quoted in "A History ofiModern Ireland™ Edward Norman p.236
(Pellcan)
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In the south after World War One, elements of the working class
struggled to free themselves from the n~tionalist incubus, and
during the bourgeois "troubles', workers in Cork and Limerick
took over some factories where production was begun under workers'
management, and set up 'Soviets', so-called in imitation of the
Russlan ones. These were crushed by local units of the I.K.A.
(just as the struggles of the Belfast workers were defeated by the
Unionist capitalists) and ousted owners were handed back their
plants at the point of I.R.A. guns. (1) Subsequently, the domin-
_ance of small-scale production limited the development of the
class struggle in the south, but with the influx of foreign
capital in the fifties and sixties and the expansion in size of
the industrial proletariat, the Irish working class had developed
into the most strike prone in western Europe, and the grip of
nationalist ideology is weakening. | '

In the north the economic changes outlined earlier led to a decline
1n occupational segregation, though this is as strong as ever in
the heavy industries and among the lumpenproletariat. The grip of
Catholic nationalism on one side is illustrated by the response of
Catholic workers in striking after internment and Bloody Sunday,
while that of Protestant nationalism w=s shown during the U.WV.C.
strike in May, 197), when » mass strike movement overthrew plans
for power sharing and » Council of sll-Ireland proposed by the
Wilson Government. Occesion=2lly class conflict does emerge, such
1s the strike of the cement workers in 1971, or the shipyard
workers 1n1973, but these tend to concern workers from one side

of the divide exclusively. Generally in Ulster any worker who
stood for the unification of the class would risk death at the
hands of the petty-bourgeois and lumpenproletarian organizations
like the I.R.%. and the U.D.%., those paragons of nationalism and
gangsterism. ' |

But in Ulster, as elsewhere, socialists must struggle within the
class for the communist programme as the only hope humanity has of
avolding barbarism as the crisis deepens. This crisis is well
advanced in the whole of Ireland, with unemployment beyond 10%
overall and inflation around 20%. But the limited success the
working class has had in Ireland in freeing itself from nationalism
indicates that it is only in the context of a world struggle for
comnunism that we can expect to see significant positive develop-
ments among the Irish workers. These developments must be many
times greater than the high points of Irish class struggle in 1919
and 1920 during the last revolutionary wave. Till then the workers
there will be trapped in a barbarous impasse; to try and end on a
more optimistic note for the immediate future would only be to
spread confusion. >

Calvin.

(1) Information on these Soviets is given in the introduction to
the Workers Voice pamphlet Communism versus Reforms by Sylvia
Pankhurst.
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Note to the article

When we say that the relationship of Britain to Ulster 1is

not imperialist, we do not 1mply'that Britain is not an
imperialist power. What we mean is that, as Ulster was hist-
orically as 1lntegral a part of British capltallsm as Scotland or
‘Lancashire, the term 'imperialism’' is inappropriate to such a
relatlonshlp Imperialism must not be used 1n a general, sloppy
way which empties it of all specific and scientific meaning, 1i,e.
by explaining every capitalist relationship and every capitalist
period as imperialist, and thus making capitalism and imperialism
synonymous. ' Imperialism' for us means the movement of the big
capitalist powers after circa 1870 to forcibly carve out territ-
ories and markets for themselves when faced with problems of
domestic capital accumulation. To identify this, for example,
with mercantilist expension is to be guilty of the sin of which -
Marx accused the social Darwinists, that is, of failing to analyse
"specific historically differentiated modes of production” and
%nscientifically substituting a general phrase to explain every-

hing. |

"Herr Lange, you see, has made 2 great discovery. The
whole of history can be brought under a single natural
law. This natural law is the phrase the "struggle for
life", 04 '80. instead: of analysing the struggle for life
as represented historically in varying and definite
forms of society, all that one has to do is to trans-.
late every concrete struggle into the phrase "the |
struggle for life" ... One must admit that this is a
very impressive method - for swaggering, sham scient-
1fic, bombastic ignorance and intellectual laziness.”

(1)
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| The basic requlrement of all societies is the productlon and

reproduction of the material necessities of life (food, shelter,

- G¢lothing) for the members of society. The recognition of this
“fundamental fact is the foundation of the materlallst view of
'hrstory AsiMarx sald,

", .. men must be in a p051t10n to live in order 0. b# o
able to 'make history'. But life involves before every-
thing else eating and drlnklng, a habitation, clothing ..
and many other things. The first historical act is, .
therefore, the production of material life itself." (1)

In every society then, a certain amount of labour time must be
devoted to the production of goods which satisfy men's material
needs. Viorkers and tools/machinery and raw materials (means of
p“oductlon) are a basic feature of all socletles. However,

"For produotlon to go on at all thev must unite. The
specific manner in which this union is accomplished
distinguishes the different economic epochs of the |
structure of 3001ety from one another.” | (2)

Thus the way in which'human belngs produce their basic material
needs;(i.e. the mode of production) is the fundamental determinant
of the nature of soclety at any point in time. The particular
level of development of the means of production (ranging from the
simplest tools to the most. complex-machinery) involves a corres-
ponding network of social relationships. It 1s the totality of
these relations which forms the economic structure of society,
which in turn, is the real basis of all legal, political and
cultural superstructures. Thus, if we start from the materialist
view of history, it is clear that the motive force behind histor-
1cal development is the material development of the productive
forces. 1In all societies the forces of production develop and
expand or become more complicated until, at a certain point,

this development of the productive forces conflicts with the net-
work of social relationships which they had originally engendered.
The old-established social relations, which had once facilitated

(1) "The German Ideology" Karl Marx p.17 (Lawrence and Wishart)
(2] "Capital" Vol. II Marx p.37 (Lawrence and Wishart)
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the development of the productive forces now make it more and more
difficult for the forces of production to develop. This is the
period of social revolution which develops as the material forces
of production expand, creating a need for the social relations -
and superstructures of the old society to be overthrown. Hence,

"No social order is ever destroyed before all the prod-
uctive forces for which it is sufficient have been
developed, and new superior relations of production =
never replace older ones before the material conditions =
for their existence have matured within the framework of -
the old society. Mankind thus inevitably sets itself

only such tasks as it is able to solve, since closer =
examination will always show that the problem itself -
arises only when the materi-l conditions for its --.
solution are already present or at least in the course

of formation. ... The bourgeols mode of production 1s

the last antaganostic form of the social process of
production - antagonistic not in the sense of indiv-

1dual antagonism but of an antagonism that emanates

from the individuals' social conditions of existence -

but the productive forces developing within bourgeois
soclety create also the material conditions for a |
solution of this antagonism. The prehistory of human
society eccordingly closes with this social formation."(1)

The development of the productive forces within feudalism created
the conditions for the rise of capitalist production which event-
ually led to the overthrow of feudal social, political and legal -
relations and the taking over of state power by the bourgeoisie.
Once established as the dominant mode of production, it has been
the historic task of capitalism to develop the productive forces
of society on an unprecedented world-wide scale and in so doing it
has created the necessary level of material development for the
establishment of production directly for the whole of humanity's
needs (i.e. .communism). It is the purpose of this article to
show that by the beginning of this century (approximately 191k)
capitalism had accomplished its historic task of providing the
material basis for communism; that any subsequent accumulation of
capital no longer entailed a progressive development of the
productive forces ('progressive' in the sense of furthering the

development of conditions for a higher mode of production); hence

any growth of the productive forces which has occurred has been on
a decadent basis - a sign that capitalism is declining as a mode
of production.

Before going on to analyse decadent c-~pitalism, however, it is
necessary to outline the basic characteristics of capitalisa and

§1) Preface to "A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy"
in "Marx,Barly Writings" p.426 (Pelican, 1975)
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the fundamental drive which forces capital to expand and develop
the productive forces whllst at the same time 1lmposing certain
objective limits to capital's ability to further develop the
productive forces of society.

Capitalist society, then, like any other mode of production, is
ultimately a process whereby the material necessities for life are<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>