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This pamphlet has been written in response to the updating of the
WSM'’s position paper “The Partition of Ireland” which was amended
at a WSM national meeting in July 2004. It is just that, a response,
reflecting the broad range of concerns of members of Organise! with
the WSM position paper, it is not a full account of our thoughts or
position in relation to the situation in the north of Ireland.
Organise! welcome the fact that, over some period of time now, the
WSM have been reviewing their position paper in relation to the
northern state and partition. Sharing the WSM’s commitment to
striving for class unity, in the struggle for anarchism and social
revolution, we believe that this response represents an essential
contribution to the debate on these matters.

Some of the discussion that has and continues to take place is a
direct result of developments in the north around what is commonly
referred to as the ‘peace process’. We also feel that while Organise!
have prompted and been involved in debates and discussions which
have fed into, to some extent, the re-examination of this position
paper - which we are glad to note is ‘ongoing’ - we are not
responsible for the document as amended at the last WSM national
meeting, nor did the presence of members of Organise! at that
meeting imply endorsement of the document produced as a result.

We would like to apologise for the delay in compiling a response to
this position paper, but it was felt that an in depth response, which

attempted to deal with the issues raised needed time and
consideration.

Throughout this pamphlet we deal with the WSM document point by
point, on some occasions grouping points together, detailing our
concerns with each section or group of points and stating our
agreement where appropriate, we conclude with some more general
comments on the document. Each section of the WSM position
paper is reproduced in full.

If at times this document seems repetitive this is largely due to its
nature as a response to the WSM position paper which often
repeatedly makes points which we believe need to be challenged by
anarchists and those committed to class unity and social revolution
particularly in Ireland.
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1. As anarchists, we oppose imperialism and believe
it cannot play a progressive role. In Ireland we
have always opposed British imperialism. In
opposing -it we :usSee., no, form of nationalism as
offering a definitive solution to either the
working ,.class, .in '"lreland . or the working class
across the globe. In the final analysis nationalism
argues for a common interest between workers and
bosses of one ‘nation’ against the workers and
bosses of another. As anarchists we stand for
international working class solidarity against all
bosses.

We agree that nationalism of any description cannot offer a solution
to the exploitation and oppression faced by working class people in
Ireland and across the globe. As anarchists we are all opposed to
nationalist ideologies which tie workers to their ruling class and put
the concept of ‘country’, in reality the nation state (whether it
actually exists or where nationalists are struggling to bring it into
existence), above the primary division In capitalist society - that
based on class. The working class exists globally and is exploited
worldwide by capitalism; as such global working class solidarity
against all bosses is essential in any struggle against the capitalist
system. However the standard, quite simplistic, definition of
imperialism and by extension anti-imperialism is problematic when
applied to the north.

We must remember that ‘anti-imperialism’ is a concept informed to
a large degree by Leninist and other authoritarian ‘socialisms’ that
have no problem with one state replacing another and who see the
role of a nation state/government as non-problematic as long as the
‘correct’ leadership is in charge - this means that their anti-
imperialism, like the rest of their political outlook, is based on
radically different assumptions to those of anarchists.

The anti-imperialist position cannot, we believe, take adequate
account of the fact that the most significant ‘British’ presence in
Northern Ireland consists of a majority of the areas population - it
is not the case that the British presence can simply be represented
in terms of British troops or direct rule ministers. Many of the
people who identify themselves primarily, or to some extent, as
British (and there is no straightforward definition of what
‘Britishness’ means even to those adopting the label) are working
class. We must also point out that the armed struggle conducted
by the IRA over the past few decades led to a reduction in the
amounts of people who felt they could accommodate an Irish
identity, or element of this within, or as opposed to, the expression
of Britishness.
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Of course as anarchists we argue and struggle against nationalism,
against the notion of a common interest between workers and
bosses of one ‘nation’ against the workers and bosses of another,
whether that nationalism is expressed as British or Irish.
Nationalism is divisive and reactionary, whether it represents the
dominant and institutionalised form in society or the ‘underdog’
nationalism that is struggling to assert its legitimacy.

2. However as anarchists living on the island of
Ireland we have to deal with rather than ignore the
divisions in the working class that exist based on
communal identity in the north and the issues of
state repression that continue around them. When we
talk about “communal identity” we acknowledge that
not all Catholic are nationalists, not all
Protestants are unionists, and not all nationalists
and unionists are religious believers. There are,
however, two main communal identities, which can be
summarised as Catholic/nationalist on one hand and
Protestant/unionist on the other. In this paper the
terms ‘communal identity” and ‘religion’ are used

interchangeably.
3: We reject the idea that there are any
differences between workers from different

religions on the island that make partition either
desirable or inevitable. Rather we see partition as

the main reason why conflicts based on religious
divisions continue to exist.

We accept that in relation to what is sometimes referred to as a
‘two traditions’ model that the explanation of ‘two main communal
identities” is fair enough. This model does however exclude and
marginalize those who do not fit exactly with these traditions — and
we are not simply referring to the ‘protestants’ and ‘catholics’ who
are atheists or the 'protestants’ and ‘catholics’ who are not Unionist
or Nationalist. This model excludes a wider diversity in society

north of the border, an exclusion made all the more pertinent given
the recent rise in visible racism here.

“We reject the idea that there are any differences between workers
from different religions... that make partition either desirable or
inevitable.” The differences can really only be understood when it is
admitted that they are essentially political as opposed to religious in
nature, while materially as workers we have common interests
which should, and Organise! believe must, override nationalistic
sentiment and constitutional affiliation, it is a historic fact that the
18" and 19™ centuries saw the development of modern Irish
nationalism and modern Irish unionism. These are the two
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dominant and mutually exclusive political outlooks in the ‘island of
Ireland’ particularly the northeast. Pondering whether partition was
‘inevitable’ is quite strange reasoning and seems to be inextricably
tied up with a nationalist historiography which sees the ‘island of
Ireland’ as a natural and unguestionable political entity (as the title
of the WSM position paper more than implies) which has been
thwarted by perfidious Albion. British, perhaps more accurately the
imperialism of a predominantly, though not exclusively, English
ruling class has played a major role in Ireland but we have to
acknowledge that there are other reasons why attempts at national,
bourgeois, revolution have failed in Ireland. A major factor, tied
into an increasing identification of Irishness with Catholicism in the
18th and 19th centuries, was the failure to win protestants to the
struggle for Home Rule and for the cause of the ‘nation’.

Following the Act of Union of 1801 increasing numbers of
protestants — even many with previous involvement in the United
Irishmen - became unionists, the bulk of these were concentrated
in, but not exclusive to, the northeast. It is important to remember
that the sense of economic grievance which developed in much of
Ireland against the Act of Union was not universal - the Act had
actually coincided with the industrial growth of Belfast and the
surrounding area and therefore came to be seen as ‘beneficial’ by
many.

The northeast of Ulster became an integral part of British industrial
output centred on the industrial triangle of Belfast, Merseyside and
Glasgow. Free trade throughout the empire and access to the
overseas markets it provided were essential to the economy of
Belfast and its periphery. It is worth pointing out that a sense of
economic injustice seems to be historically linked to the
development of anti-imperialist movements across the globe and
the lack of such a sense of injustice has been used, in large part, to
explain the lack of opposition to the Union in Scotland and Wales
and the lack of development of nationalist movements in those two
countries until very recent times. Such a sense of economic
injustice in relation to the Act of Union was not a factor for the
majority of inhabitants of the northeast of Ireland, while in the
south and west of Ireland this was crucial to the development of
nationalism.

As regards point 3 partition took place, as a historical fact, so we
would suggest it must have been a ‘historical inevitability’ otherwise
events would not have combined to produce partition. We can
muse on the 'what ifs' of history as individuals but why elevate this
to the level of the ‘correct’ political line? Should anarchists be
concerned that the project to create a unitary Irish nation state

°
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failed? The position on partition and use of ‘island of Ireland’ to
describe a polity suggests we should. Organise! would suggest
otherwise. The Irish nationalist project failed because it could not
secure the necessary unity of purpose or agreement to make unity
either desirable or achievable. Can we address the divisions in Irish
society in terms of British occupation? This only appears possible
given the discounting of a highly concentrated population of people
in the northeast, of all classes, who opposed and continue to oppose
the ‘national sovereignty’ project. And discounting this population
only seems to make sense in terms of the ‘false majority’ argument
of republicans and nationalists. The will of the majority of the Irish
population was scandalously overturned by a minority with the help
of the British empire sums up that argument. Sometimes it’s
simply presented as a malign act carried out by the British/English
(read government/establishment) off their own bat.

Rather than partition per se it is more the ongoing adherence of
much of the population of the north east to two mutually exclusive
ideologies, the ongoing lack of resolution (without one side winning
outright) and stability which contribute to the ongoing conflicts
which in our opinion are not, as you state, ‘based on’ but rather
drawn along religious divisions. If partition, as you believe, is the
‘main reason why conflicts based on religious division continue’ then
it would follow that once partition is ended religious division and
conflicts drawn along these lines will disappear. We can see no
evidence to support such a belief. Sectarian conflict clearly
predates partition and the establishment of the Northern Ireland
state. Examples of such conflict stretch from the Battle of the
Diamond in 1794 to the Home Rule riots of the 1880s. Thus we
have no reason to regard the removal of partition as being a step
conducive to the ending of sectarian conflict. If anything, if we can
take Sinn Fein's word for it that the 100,000 plus legally held
firearms (mostly shotguns) in the north, plus the R.I.R and P.S.N.I.,
are sites of Unionist power, we must maintain that an ending of
partition would lead to further conflict rather than less. In terms
also of Unionist and Loyalist reactions to the ending of partition in
terms of an extension of the southern states jurisdiction northwards
this seems the most likely outcome.

4. All sections of the working class have lost out
as a result of these religious divisions. In the
north the divisions in the working class make it
more difficult but not impossible to unite against
the bosses. In the north the divisions have
historically meant that workers from a catholic
background suffered state discrimination and were
often the targets . -of loyalist and Orange attacks.
[In the south, the birth of mass socialist politics
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in the working class has been delayed for decades,
Southern workers were subject to a theocratic state
regime which not only denied abortien rights but
also subjected the vulnerable, in .particular
children, to brutal regimes of ‘discipline’ based
on physical and all to often sexual abuse.]

If by ‘all sections of the working class have lost out as a result of
these religious divisions’ you mean all sections of the working class
have suffered because of sectarianism practised and encouraged by
the unionist state established in 1921, then yes our class as a whole
suffered under unionist misrule from then until the introduction of
direct rule. Despite the Craig policy of 'giving out bones’ to loyal
subjects there really wasn't that much to give out. As Craig himself
put it - ‘bones’.

Discrimination in employment was endemic prior to direct rule and
remains a problem now, although the difference between the
likelihood of unemployment between catholic and protestant males
has narrowed in recent years. This narrowing of the gap is of
course a result of higher unemployment among protestants (which
has historically been high anyway) with the demise of ‘traditional’
textile, tobacco and shipbuilding industries. Further reductions in
the numbers of police, security forces and their support staff will
also impact positively on this differential.

It must also be pointed out that initial discriminatory practises in
allocating jobs favoured Presbyterians in the early development of
Belfast as an industrial town and city. It would appear that
Presbyterian businessmen largely favoured their co-religionists
when it came to employment. Catholics certainly made up the bulk
of the poorest sections of the developing city’s working class
population but it should be noted that, as well as a well-to-do
Anglican gentry, there was a small but significant section of poor,
discriminated against ‘Anglicans’ who eked out an existence near
the very bottom of society. Also, while there were in percentage
terms approximately twice as many poor catholics In Belfast, In
absolute, person-to-person, figures there was about one poor
protestant to every poor catholic.

As well as ongoing discrimination the development of the
apprenticeship system and trades unionism also acted to compound
sectarian job allocation — with the effective passing of the family
trade from a father to his sons and the fact that apprenticeships
were got by way of relatives already with a company “putting in a
good word”.





































