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IIITRODUCTION

At present in M.L.Q. there is a debate in progress about the
nature of the struggle in Ireland. There are two lines being
put forward. One line, which could be called the anti- 'mperialist
lzge, claims that Ireland (Loth North and South) has been and is
being economically exploited by the British nation and that the
bourgeois democratic revolution has not been completed in
Iteland and that this is due to the involvement with Britain.
The second line, which could be called the two-nations line,
claims that there is no national exploitation of Northern Ireland
by Britain. People advocating this line claim not to have done
enough study on the Republic to comment <~ thus ridiculously
not examining the whole of Ireland in the context of the
development of British imperialism. This line also claims that
due to the economic development of Ulster with Britain, there is
now total integration between fhe two and no national exploit-
ation. Finally, this line cjp§s the bourgeois democratic
revolution to be complete.

THE FORCES If!VOLVED

The method by which Marxists deal with social phencmenza is
known as "historical mate¢ialism"™ which is a process or collecting
observed data of the pheromena and analysing these in the light
of their historical development.

The starting point for observed data for any struggle is
the programme of the forces involved in that struggle. What
followis is a very brief outline of the main forces.

OFFICIAL SIMN FEIN

The document of the Officials to be looked at is the _
"Manifesto of the Irish Workers' and Farmers' Republic" -
2nd, edition April 1971. (It is now being redrafted.) This
programme accepts many ideas of scientific socialism but the
needs for the dictatorship of the proletariat and a revolutionary
party have not yet been realised. The document states:

"We declare that the aim of the Irish Republican
Movement. is the establishment of a Workers' and
Farmers' Republic in a United Ireland as the basis for
the construction of a socialist society ..... The Irish
Workers' and Farmers' Rgpublic will bé one in which the
state is run in the in Tests of all ‘those who work ....
and in which the mecamns of production and distributing
the wealth of society are in the hands of those who
labour" (1) .

In their theoretical msagazine called 'Teoric' they debate
subjects of basic Marxism as well as subjects of special interest
to the Irish struggle. M™any of these articles show a serious
attempt to understand a~d apply Marxist methods of analysis to
the struggle as they sce it. Through all their yritings now
there is discussion on the end of imperialist exploitation leading
to the Workers' and Farmers' Republic which is the first step
towards socialism.

-
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PROVISIONAL SIMMN FEINM

- One of their main documents is "Eire Nua - the Social and
Economic Programme of the Sinn Fein', published in 1971. The
programme states:

"The constitution of Simn Fegin advocates not gﬁ;ely the
complete overthrow of English rule in Ireland but also
the setting up of a Democratic Socialist Republic based
on the proclamation of 1916." (2)

It is a democratic programme which recognises the role of
foreign, and mainly British, capital, in the courtry as a
hindrance to :the development of the country and sees the
setting up of a 32 county republic under the coatrol of the
Irish 'people as the only way .to correct this.,

In the section entitled "Economic Resistance'" they state:

'"Why does Britain pay the subsidy? Because she
considers it worth her while to pay out British tax-
payers' money to keep Ireland divided and safe for
British investors to draw profi:s. Also, by keeping
Ireland divided, and by the device of imposing a
unified financial system, she ensures that the bulk of
the Irish economic surplus is syphoned off and used to
develop the British economy.”" (3)

- The programme points out that there will also be a strqule
against the pro-imperialist bourgeoisie: AR

"Thus the nature of the connection goes much deeper

' than simply the occupation of foreign troops. It is
therefore necessary to resist the forces of the
connection in whatever form they manifest themselves

to broaden the scope of the national movement to inciude
a conscious, organised economic resistance to the laws
of imperialist economics which are keeping our country
underdeveloped.”" (4) ' ' :

They continue in further sections to show how industrial
development has been hindered by financial, industrial, agrir
cultural, planning, etc., control by foreign (prcdominantly
British) capital.

' The two programmes of the republican movement show that

they are progressive (although there can be no doubt that the

Officials are further to the left) in that both see thei natuire
of British imperialism and the obstacles to the development pf
Ireland and that both wish to see an ex*ension of demogracy in
Ireland as a whole. There is no doubt that there are differences
in tactics and theoretical deve’opment bz2tween the two wings

¥Ut this is not of vital importance to our support of these
orges.

In contrast to these forces stand the Loyalist organis-
ations. There are three main ones to be examined:

21.




ULSTER VANGUARD

This is the organisation led by Craig. In "Ulster -
A Nation" (published April 1572), they talk about an "Ulster
Nation" but wish to remain as a federal part of Britain. They
see definite contradictions between the British ruling class
and themselves. They seem prepared to declars U.D.I. if
Britain refuses to adhere to their demands. The document says:

"It is well that Ulster people should be under no
illusion about the foundations on which their constit-
utional guarantees rest. Ultimately, tiey rest on the
changing mood of the people of G.B. as reflected by
their political representatives at Westminster. In the
end national self-interest, as interpreted.by the
politicigns in power, determines what national honour
requires in regard to any guarantee.” (5)

It adds:

"Disenchantment with union gives Westminster no right

to settle the destination of Ulster. If they wish to

divorce Ulster in the long run that confers on them no
right to choose Ulster's future partner." (6)

ULSTER VOLUNTEER FORCE

They pledge loyalty to Britain and primarily to the
Crown. They are violently anti-republican as they point out in
a statement of August 1972:

"We are prepared to take into our ranks anyone who is
prepared to fight Republicanism which would deprive
us of our British way of life. We would die rather
than. accept an all-Ireland Republic." (7)

They also point out that they would, if necessary, break
with Britain to form an independent Ulster: 6% B

"The last thing we want or indeed anticipate is any
type of conflict with the forces of the Crown. Should
this, however, become inevitable we wiil not shirk our

duty." (8)

ULSTER DEFENCE ASSOCIATION

This dis another para-military organisation which claims
that if Britain lets them down they too will support the setting
up of an independent Ulster and will fight all the way against
a 32 county Irish state.

"The U.D.A. are not responsible for the whole mess, the
ineptitude of British politicians is to a very large
extent to blame. It is totally dishonest of British
politicians to blame the U.D.A. They are only proving
how sound our judgement is in refusing to trust the
British Government any longer. We have proved it
cannot be trusted at all." (9)
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What links all these loyalist erganisations togetner is
seen in the following statement by Wm. Craig on behalf of the
'United Loyalist Council' representing Ulster. Vanguard, Loyal-
ist Association of Workers, U.D.A. and Loyalist Defence '
Volunteers: . i N

“The loyalty of British people is not to a government
as such, but to our traditions ensirined in the
monarchy. This is precisely what Ulster Loyalists will
maintain - should all others seek io betray them.

As British citizens we have a right to all the
provisions and protection of any other part of the
realm. It is because.we have no guarantee of these
that the Ulster Loyalist demands his own Parliament
with powers to maintain the Union. If Westminster
does not want the Union then Northern Ireland has a -
moral right tos opt for torms which will maintain its
heritage." (10) - .

What distinguishes the different brands of Loyalists is
the extent to which they will go when Britain lets them down,

POLITICAL PARTIES

A few words on each of these parties will suffice ‘as they
may claim to have vast differences but by their actions show
that they are in fact reactionary pro-union forces.

HORTHER! TRELAMD
UHIONIST PARTY

They have ruled Northern Ireland ever since Partition.
While supported by many protestant moderates, this party is
under the control of -the Orange Order - 99% of all Unionist
M.P.s are Orangemen. This organisation is very reactiondary’ and
pro-British. :

NORTHERH" IRELAND LABOUR PARTY

It is a branch of the British’Labour Party, and is not :
very strong (before Stormont was abolished it only had one M.P,
and it only has one representative in the new Assembly). It
has always been Unionist on the question. of Northern Ireland
remaining part of Britain. It has some limjted Support amongst
the working-class, and has tried to be in the forefront of ;
anti~sectarian economic struggles, It i5 more or less
insignificant.

THE NEW ALLIAMCE PARTY®

This is claimed to be a non-sectarian organisation, which
was to be the answer to Ulster's problems. The only ptoblem
was that its leadership was unionist dominated. Their con did
not work and they failed miserably at the recent elections,
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sOCIAL AMD DEMOCRATIC LABOUR PARTY

y
This tends to get support from the Catholics and the Catholic
areas. It is a reformist party, perhaps its nearest equivalent
jn Britain being our own Labour Party. It claims to be against
partition and for an all-Ireland Republic but wishes a gradual,
peaceful‘phasing out of Partition. It is thoroughly oppoTrtunist,
selling out and displaying- their true nature in the new Assembly.

SOUTHER!! IRELA!D

FIAMMA FAIL

This originated from amongst those who were opposed to the
treaty which partitioned Ireland, It has increasingly come closer,
mainly due to British economic control of the country, to accepting
what the British say and want. From 1932 until the recent elections
they were only out of power for 6 years. There 'is no doubt that
they now represent the pro-British bourgeoisie.

FINE GAIL

This party originated amongst those who supported the
Partition Treaty. It gets support from the Protestants in the
south and from the upper classes. It has a strong conservative
wing and tends to be more right-wing than Fianna Fail.

LABOUR PARTY

They have two predominant wings - a right wing and a liberal
wving. They are strong political critics of the I.R.A. and its
significance in the South. Also thoroughly reactionary.

I have tried to briefly describe the forces in the conflict.
It is from here that Marxists must start their analysis. Any
otherstarting point will be subjective and will lead to false
conclusions. The observed data shows us that in Ireland there
are people fighting against British imperialism and its army.
There are also people in the same territory who regard themselves
as British or 'Ulstermen', depending on the situation, and pledge
undieing loyaltg to the British Crown. They wish to remain part
of Britain on their own terms and threaten to leave her if these
are not satisfied. :

_The former have a section' in the leadership that is pro-
Marxist and théir support tends to come from the more progressive
sections of the population.

THO-MNATIO!S THEORY

The basic concept of Ireland consisting of two nations is
not new and exclusive to M,L.Q. It has been stated in a slightly
different form before but with similar conclusions and Marxists
have always struggled against it. :
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ROSA LUXEMBURG

She ironically put forward the viewpoint that if one were
to raise the slogan of the independence of Poland, pne should
also put forward the slogan of independence of Ireland. The
integration of Poland with Russja and Ireland with Britain .
was the basis of her viewpoint. Lemin replied to this view-
point in 1914 in "The Utopian Karl Marx and the Practical Rosa
Luxemburg", in which he pointed out that Marx's position on the
Irish gquestion was very clear. He stood for the separation of
Ireland from Britain. At first he thought that this was only
for the good of the Irish themselves but later he changed his
ideas a little:

"it i3 in the direct and absolute interests of the
English working elass to get rid of their present
connection with Ireland .... The English working
class will never accomplish anything until it has
got rid of Ireland ..... English reaction in England
had its roots in the subjugation of Ireland." (11)

Lenin goes on to show how Marx was not in fact '"utopian"”
but always took a proletarian standpoint on the Irish question
and that Rosa Luxemburg was selling out to chauvinism and to
the British ruling class. Fortunately, the Marxist line
prevailed in the international movement.

Lenin understood very well the changing tactics and
manoeuvres of the bourgeoisie and how they will do anything to
keep control over their colonies. He pointed out' that we do
not have to accept frontiers or borders drawn up by the
bourgeoisie:

".ve.. the philistines of all countries, colours angd
languages hurry to declare as '"utopian" the idea of
changing the frontiers of states that have been
established by the violence and priveleges of the
landlords and bourgeoisie of one nation." (12)

Lenin summed up his attitude to these ideas of Rosa
Luxemburg and other "philistines" when he pointed out:

"Should the Irish and British proletariat not accept
Marx's policy and make the secession of Ireland their
slogan, that would be the worst sort of opportunism,
neglect of their duties as democrats and socialists
and yielding to British reaction and the British
bourgeoisie." -(13)

BRITISH AUD IRISH'COHMUN!ST CRGAISATION

Over the last few years a somewhat sophisticated two-
nations theory has been put forward by this organisation, To
put it briefly, the B.& I.C.0. claim that the reason why the .
development of Ulster was different from that of the rest of
Ireland was not because of any definite policy of the British
ruling class but was because:

".eeouthe Protestant tenant-farmers acquired coherence
as a class, and forced the landlords to recognise
tenant-right through class struggle, before the
Catholic peasantry did do." (14)
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They thus come to the conclusion that the industrial devel-
opment was brought on by the Protestants themselves, on their own,

- There can be no doubt that the Protestant ethic was a factor
in the decline of feudalism and the rise of capitalism but to.
place it as the primasy factor is to fall into idealismy Ulster
tenant-right was a right granted to the Protestants which made
their land holding much more secure. It was an inducement to
settlers to go over. In the rest of Ireland, the Penal Laws kept
land tenure less secure and thus the decline of feudalism was
faster in the North East amd the way was open, with Britain's
"hlessing" for the development of capitalism., What we have to
'stress is that this was a deliberaté policy of the British ruling
class who, realising that in the North were people who were brain-
washed into regarding themselves as British, started what became
a symbol of British rule wherever she went - pitting sections of
the country against each other and diverting the struggle from
the main enemy, British imperialism, - Dual Tacties, Apart from
Ireland this policy has worked outstandingly for British imper-
ialists in India with the Hindus and the Muslems. However the
B.& 1,C.0. play up to this chauvinism by saying that it was not
really a tactic of British colonialism but something won by the
Protestants. They play to the chauvinist feelings of the Ulster
Protestants, who believe that they are. in some way superior to
the Catholics. Thus we would reject this theory both because of
its incorrect historical analysis and for its chauvinist leanings.

D.B. IN M.L.Q.4.

This latest two-nations line admits that industry only
developed in and around the implanted area, but due to lack of
analysis of the South, D.B. doesn't go into the objective
reasons for this uneven development. We just have to :accept
these tactics of British colonialism and start our analysis from
there. This is, in fact, the precise point of view that Lenin
was criticising in quote (17) above. D.B.'s line, indeed is
very similar to that put forward by Rosa Luxemburg. These
latter-day Luxemburgisfs start from a subjective premise and
come to conclusions similar to Rosa Luxemburg's - they believe
that Northern Ireland is a part of the British nation state and
that it is wrong for socialists to bring forward the question of
exploitation of Northern Ireland by the British nation state.
The wvery first paragraph in D.B.'s article shows his general
line: 1 ‘

"Spme. of us have come to believe that the line, generally

held By the British left, that a national struggle is
necessary in Northern Ireland is incorrect, and that it
should be replaced by a line recognising the importance
of struggling for bourgeois democratic rights, and which
bases the main struggle on the fight for socialism." (15)

How like the'practicul" Rosa Luxemburg this is! She also
accuses Lenin of forgetting the class struggle!

Before we pass on to the real quéstions it will be enough
to mention here that standing on the same premise the B.& I.C.O.
and Comrade D,B, reach different characterisations of the
Protestant population in Ireland. According to the B,& I.C.,0.'s
latest position the Protestants are an "Ulster Protestant Nation"
(see "The Working Class Solution to the National Conflict in
Ireian?") but according to D.B. they are a part of the British
nation
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THE REAL QUESTIOMNS

It is very dangerous for us in Britain to get bogged
down in academic debate and to lose sight of the two main
questions facing us regarding Ireland. Firstly, - How can
Ireland as a whole industrialise and why hdsn't this happened
before? Secondly, - How does Britain exploit Ireland? The
two questions are linked and Ireland as a whole must be looked
at if the tactics of British imperialism are to be unravelled
and examined.

LT

D.B. argues that industry developed in and around the
implarted area and that this led to two bourgeoisies and two
markets, He doesn't hawever, say why. But it is not difficult
to understand why, as it would be impossible without an analysis
of the South, which D.B._haswnoq made. He maintains thaf
hiis opiniéns are the facts and'that communists haye td accept
them. We also have to accept the total dependence of the 4
markets in Ireland on the British market. These mdrkets dre in
fact totally integrated but this doeés not prove that there is
no exploitation. It proves the opposite! India's market was
totally integrated into the British market in the 19th_century
and we .can assure D.B. that there was plenty of exploitation
there. In fine academic debate over whether Northern Ireland
fits D.B.'s dogmatic definitinns of a colony or neo-colony or
nothing, the central questions are missed or avoided.

NUESTION OF WORTHERYM IRELAMD'S EXPLOITATION

Comrades D.B.'s and E.K.'s (see },L.Q.5) proofs that
Northern Ireland is not exploited are split into four main
parts., The first argument is that Northern Ireland does not
fit the definition o% a 1930 C.P.G.B, pamphlet or Marx's
definition of a colony as used for America in the 19th
century. (16) This is utter &cademicism! When no orthodox
definition of a colony could be¢ found to fit South Vietnam,
the Vietnamese comrades did not say that that meant South
Vietnam was not being exploited but instead, called it a
*special type of colony' (Le Duan: '"The Fundamental Problems
and Essential Tasks of the Viefmdmese Revolution'). The East
Bengalis put forward a similar concept for East Bengal when
some people suggested that.West Pakistan was not exploiting
East Bengal as WNest Pdkistan was not a monopoly-capitalist
staté, (Strategy and Tactics of the Communist Party of Bangla
‘Desh'during the War of 1971). This is again academicism of a
- similar type to D.B,'s, The question of what ¢ype of colony
Ireland is, is not the main gquestion to ws in Britain. This
question is of vifal importance to revolutionaries in Ireland
fighting British imperialism, as their tactics will depend on
it., But to us in Britain the Yisting of -types of calonies and
iseeing which 'fits' Ireland is an dcademie¢ debate. The guestion
“ef ezploitation is the main debaté. We can well now see what
hapgens when we engage in this debate over past Marxist
dafinitions of colonies, We fall into the error, as D.B. has
done, of not exposing British imperialism as it stands today.

D.B.'s second argument for Northern Ireland not being
nationally exploited by Britain is that Northern Irelandl shows
symptoms of depression much the same as other parts of Britain,
D.B. then carries out his comparison between Northern Ireland,
a part of a country partitioned by the British ruling-class and
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the Orange Order, and Durham, traditionally a part of the
British nation-state, The percentage of industry o6wn¥d by
outside interests, percentage of people employed etc. gre
compared and found to be very similar, Their goods are also
found to have a similar market. The conclusion arrived at from
this brilliant piece of investigation is that:

"Northern Ireland is not a colony but a part of the U.K.
economy and state." (17) .

There is no doubt that this is nothing but economic
determinism - accepting that if the economies are totally inte-
grated there is no exploiter-exploited relationship, disregarding
the political factors. This approach is mechanistic and could
easily be applied to many other countries - e.gs India in the
19th century and the Republic of Ireland now, With this sort of
argument almost any imperialist country can stop being imper-
ialist by "integrating" the economies of the exploited country
with that of the exploiter country and by there being similar
conditiohs in both countries. D.B.'s theory is indeed-an. excuse
for imperialism., Would we accept that if it could be proved
‘that there was more investment by people from outside Texas in
Texas than there was by the U.S.A. in Vietnam, then there is no
longer any reason for calling Vietnam a colony and that we
should accept that Thieu has a right to become part of America
if he wishes or believes himself to be? D.B.'s whole argument
is utter nonsense.

Stalin pointed out in "Marxism and the National Question”
what he believed to be the characteristics of a nation:

"A nation is a historically evolved, stable community of
language, territory, economic life, and psychological
make-up manifested in a community of culture." (18)

However, Stalin stressed that this cannot be applied
dogmatically. If a nation conquers another nation, implants it
with settlers and integrates .the markets, then we have to realise
‘the twists and turns of imperialism in the context of the
imperialist bourgeoisie wishing to exploit the colony. Our
analysis must therefore partly rest on what the imperialists have
done to hinder development in Ireland.

D.B.'s third 'proof' is his application of the principle of
self-determination to the 'rights of the Protestants to secede',
He is quite' right to point out that Lenin supported the 'right
to secession' (19) but he forgets that Lenin was dealing with
the duties of the proletariat of an oppressor nation towards the
oppressed. The right to secede is available to the oppressed
nation only to overcome hindrance to its national socio-économic
development. As Marxist-Leninists we must support the secession-
ist movements of all those oppressed by Britain and other exploite
er nations. The Protestant population in the North of Ireland
is doubtless oppressed. (despite its differential priveleges over
the Catholics), not by the 'Catholic nation',but by British
imperialism. So if the Protestants are to secede, they must
secede from Britain and not from Ireland! Our best support to
the Protestants, and indeed to the whole population of Ireland, wi
be to demand complete separation from Britain. 5
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D.B.'s fourth reasen for claiming that Northerr Ireland
is not a colony of Brigain is because of the completion cf the
bourgeois democratic revélution: :

"There is no basis for a national movement {A Nortaern
Ireland because the bourgeois democratic rtvolution
has basically been completed - as part of the British
nation and state.!t. (290)

In fact this is not the case. The economic situation and
statistics shown below suggest that Northern Ireland is not an
industrially developed society, but even leaving this aside,
‘basic Tights which can be granted under the bourgenisie have
never been granted. These rights tend tq be of the type of no
discrimination of one part of the community on the grounds of
colour, race, religion ete. (These rights are, of course,
hypocritical ‘and merely tactical as they are granted under
extreme economic exploitation,) In most capitalist countries
in the world we are witnessing, in the decline of imperialism,
the degeneration of these righ*s and the move towards the
corporate state. —In Ireland the final stage of democratic
rights has not yet been reached, The ruling Unionist Orange
clique discriminated against the (atholics in most matters and
they have never had equal rights with the Protestants - hence,
Civil Rights campaigns. D.B,, in fact, contradicts himself,
as he says also in his article that we should support the
fight against Cathclic oppression in the Nortih. He cannot
have it both ways, and he must show us at what time the Catholics
havé ever had equal rights, The Unionist bourgeoisie ensured
that their rule was continued by not even allowing a bourgeois
-pavdiamentary system, such as we have in Britain, to function.
They did this by putting- forward at every election from
Partition until the dissolution of Stormont and again  at the
recent Assembly elections, the question of remaining part of
the British nation or not, Thus, while since 1920 in Britain
there have heen 6° Labour governments, some coalition govern-
ments and the remainder Tory governments, in Northern Ireland
‘the ruling party has always been the ultra-reactionary Union-
ist Party., This 1is not, and never has been, bourgeois demo-
cracy.

TMISTS AWD TURMS OF BRITIST TMPERIALIS! IN TRILAMD

This is one ‘part that D.B. does not understand. He tends
to under-estimate the.past and present ruling-class. Having
found that they ‘are losing their icolonies abroad, in the age
of the final defeat of  imperialism, the British ruling-class
are desperately striving to hold on to Ireland in some form
or other. They are not Stupid and they, 1like Marxists, learn
from history.. Thédy have developed fine tactics fdar Ireland.
The Irish Independence 'and Home Rule Movement of the late 19th
century and early 20th century was a threat to them., If a
national bourgeoisie had taken over the whole country, the
British ruling-class would have 1ost the whole of Ireland and
their dual tactics would have gone to waste, They tried hard
to achieve a United Ireland under comprador classes but could
not acnieve this due to the fear of the Northern Orange ruling-
class that they would be a minor part of the united country
and would lose their economic and political power to the
Nationalists in the South, Thus, what Lenin called the empty
threat of the 'Black Hundreds% was in fact a reality and the



country was partitioned. This was only a makeshift solution by
British imperialism, whose interests still lie with a United
Ireland under comprador classes, but it ensured that the South
could never develop industrially by depriving the country of the
Belfast nucleus of industry. After Partition Eire's major
industry was comb-making!

STATISTICAL EVIDENCE OF EXPLOITATION

Having examined the forces involved and taken a brief look
at its historical development, it is now time to look at statis-
tical evidence of direct economic exploitation of Ireland, I
believe that the data presented below suggests that Ireland is
predominantly unindustrialised and that through living under one
of the richest nations of the world, Ireland has remained one of
Europe's poorest. It is necessary to look at Ireland as she is
in her two parts. It is also important to point out that statis-
tical evidence should be used in addition to, and not instead of
(as D.B. has done) investigation of the objective forces involved.

REPUBLIC OF IRELAND

This is one of Europe's least industrialised countries.
The figures here refer to I97I, The top figure in each case
refers to the percentage involved in agriculture and the bottom
figure refers to the percentage involved in industry.

UKo s 2.7 NETHERLANDS: 6.9 GERMANY : 8.4
45.7 38,0 50.1
U,S.A.: 4.3 AUSTRALIA; 8.0 DENMARK:  10.9
31.0 38,0 37.2
BELGIUM: 4.4 SWEDEN : 7.8 FRANCE : 13.4
44,2 37,0 38.6
NORWAY: 13,0 ICELAND: 18.8 SPAIN: 28,6
£7.3 36, 8 37.5
JAPAN : 15,9 ITALY: 10,3 PORTUGAL: 31.1
36,0 44,1 36,3
AUSTRIA: 17.3 IRELAND: 26.5 GREECE ! 37.3
41,9 30,9 24,6

(A1l these figures are reproduced from "Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development Survey on Ireland")
(1973)

It is interesting to break these percentages down into figures
for the Republic and this is done in the same source.
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TOTAL LABOUR FORCE = 1,139,060

Total Employment = 1,071,000

Agriculture and fisheries = 292,000
Industry = 328,000 o

Manufacturing = 222,000

Construction = 82,000

Other = 481,000

These figures show us that the Republic has a smaller
percentage of its population engaged in industry than every
other country in the table, with the exedption of Greece and
that only Spain, Greece and Portugal have a higher percentage
invnlved in agriculture. This is not the hallimark of a modern
industrialised state but is an excellent (7f pathetic) example
of an unindustrialised state, whith has never been given the
chance to develop., Even the percentage involved in industry is
misieading, as the breakdown of figures shows us. The number
involved in construction industry (i.e. heavy industry) is only
82,000 or approximately 7.6%.

When we look at the trade of the Republic, we also find

some interesting facts, although with our previous knowledge
of British imperialism they should rniot seem so startling.

DOMESTIC EXPORT
Total for 1272 = £634.74 million

Exports go to:

UsKo = £385.22m Direct Agriculture = £220.%1m

E.ge;magy = gg'ggm' Hetalliferous Ores

Us D s s and soaps = 20.97

France = 28,.85m
Chemicals = 34.86
Textiles = 39.49
Yachines (electric) = 15.89
" (non~electric) = 19,80
Transport Equipment = 15,11
Clothing and Footwear = 30.62
Miscellaneous = 237.09

BOMESTIC I!PORTS

Total for 1972 = £842.58 million

Imnorts come from:

E.-?. Ku - 5-429.!)7 million

U.S.A. = 64.44m (Quarterly Economic Review

W.Cermany = 6§3.81nm Ireiand No.2 =~ 1973,

France = 28.40m Appenaix 2. Imports and

Exports)
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These figures show the near tetal economic dependence of’
the Republic on Britain, We don't have to go into lengthy
debate over what type of colony the Republic is, but what we
have to show is that the Pepublic is predominantly unindustrial-
iseg gnd relies almost totally on Britain. These two facts are
line-

HORTHER™ TRELAND

Figures for the North tend to b2 harder to come hy as many
figures are included with the U.K. figures. However there ~-e
SOme 3

As far as zgriculture is concerned, the figures suggest
that the .Jo:-% is less industrialised and far more agri-
culturally bacivard than the British Isles:

NO. OFf AGRICULTURAL HOLDINGS BY SIZE OF HOLDING (ACRES)
Size of holding ;

in acres G.B. N, I,

i-43 26,817 4,038
5-14% 39,124 14,552
15-493% 55,633 28,556
50-993% 59,871 9,270
100-1493 25,312 1,861
150-299% 35,490 697
300+ 20,519 136

Total: G.B. - 261,766
N-I. = 59,810

(Abstract of Regional Statistics
1672. printed by the Central
Statistical Office.)

These figures show us that in the North there is approx-
imately one-quarter the number of agricultural holdings as there
are in Britain, yet the population of the North is only one=-
fortieth the population of Britain!

Also, we find that in Britain the majority of farms are
fifty acres or above but in Ireland the majority of holdings are
below fifty acre:. When we look at large farms (300 acres or
above), we fisd that in Britain approximately 8% of farms are
in this category but in Northern Ireland only 0,25%, or one in
400 of the farms are large., Of this total number of units (i.e.
59,000) 40,000 are considered 'significant' and approximately
17,000 are viable going concerns.

The numbe: of people employed in agriculture in Northern
Ireland is app vximately 77,000 and in the U,K., as a whole,
there is approximately 700,000 (i.e. 2.7% of the total working
population). This means that approximately 9% of the people in
the U.K. involved in agriculture come from Northern Ireland. Yet
the population of Northern Ireland is one-fortieth of that of
Great Britain!
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These figures show, I believe, that Northera Irveland has
not developed as the highly industrialised part of the U.K,
that D,B, and similar "two-flations" people would have us :
believe, but is rather agriculturally backward., However, this
is something that there should be no need to prove by figures.
All one has to do is go over to Northern Ireland and one can
see with one's own eyes, that the only industry is in Belfast
and a small zone around Belfast, This is horne out, again by
statistics:

TOTAL LAND AREA of NORTHERN IRGLAND = 3,489,000 acres
TOTAL AGRICULTURAL AREA = 7,840,000 acres

:. Total Area for non-agricultural
use - 289,000 acres

("Abstract of Regional Statistics
1972" - published by the Central
Statistical Office.)

Northern Ireland is the one area of the U.K. that produces
separate trade figures. A detailed list is presented:

1971 lopotts . Exports
Live Animals and Food 168,442,000 167,233,000
Animal & Vegetable Oils & 1,082,000 886,000
Fats
Beverage & Tobacco 47,758,000 1,569,000
Crude Materials, inedibles 27,996,000 46,258,000
Minerals; Fuels; Lubricants 52,913,000 1,770,000
Chemicals 51,267,000 3,579,000
Manufactured Goods 244,573,000 247,938,000
Machinery & Transport
Equipment 228,854,000 132,035,000
Miscellaneous 64,439,000 241,731,000
TOTAL: 892,323,000 843,020,000

(Quarterly Economic Review (Ireland

These figures show that approximately 20% of Northern
Ireland's imports and exports are made up of agricultural
products, Hardly the sign of a fully industrialised economy!

When we look at where the North trades, we find that
approximately 71.5% of the imports (654,290,000) comes
directly from or through Britain., The other £238,033,000
comes directly from countries outside the U.K. 12,6% of the
total comes from the Republic. As far as exports are concerned,
we find that £738,732,000 or 86.5% goes to, or through, Britain,
The remaining £109,288,000 goes directly to countriss outside
the U.K. The amount that goes directly to the Pepublic is
1.8% of the total, (Quarterly Economic Peview (Ireland No.2 -
1973)).
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Thus, although the Republic and the North both produce
goods that the other needs, they have to do the bulk of their
trading through Britain. This is, of course, aided by the fact
that Britain controls the banks, the insurance, the stock-market,

indeed all that is necessary for the capitalist system to work
efficiently.

What 1 hope these figures show is the Britain exploits the
whole politieal entity of Ireland.

WHY HASN'T IRELAYD 1:DUSTPIALISED?

Approaching the question of how Ireland can industrialise,
we have to examine why she could not industrialise before. The
answer to this is not too difficult. The British ruling-class
only allowed a pocket of industry to develop arcund Relfast and
they kept down industry in the rest of Ireland.

Ireland is Britain's oldest colony, first invaded in the 12th
century. Probably the most significant step taken by the ruling=-
Class was the implantation of the Scots into Ulster under James I.

"Because the Irish and English-Irish were obstinate in
Popish superstition, great care was thought fit to be
taken that these new colonies should consist of such

men as were most unlike to fall to barbarcus customs

of the Irish, or the Popish superstitions of the
English~Irish, so as no less cautions were to he observed
for uniting them and keeping them from other than if
these colonies were to be led to inhabit amwong the
barbarous Indians.”" (21)

In other words, what was wanted was for the people implanted
not to make any contact with the natives but to try to keep them
tied to Britain. If they feel tied to Britain and feel themselves
British, they will not try to separate from Britain and British
interests will be saved. Thus Britain granted the formation of
capitalist concerns and relations in this implanted part of Ire-
land but at all times in the rest of Ireland industry was kept
dovn. Even in Cromwell's time the beginnings of a small textile
industry were crusied so as not to compete with the British
industry and in the North, only, did a small textile industry
arise. Marx, of course, realised this and wrote:

"Every time Ireland was about to develop. industrially,
she was crushed and reconverted into a purely agri-
cultural land," (22)

After the loss of the American colonies, British colon-
ialism found new tactics for keeping control over its colonies.
In India this was done through the division of Hindus and %y
Muslems. It was easier nearer home in Ireland, with the division
between Protestants and Catholics. With the granting of Ulster
Tenant Right and the uneven development leading to industrial-
isation in the North East, these dual tacties became a handy
tool to exploit the country. Because of the facts shown above,
it became unnecessary to obstruct the industrialisation in the
Horth East. But in the rest of the country it was kept down.
It is not necessary to go into this in any greater detail in
this article, It is plain that what has happened in Ireland is
that the British tactics have worked better than anywhere else.
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MO 1S IRELAND TO INDUSTRIALISE?

This is perhaps the crucial issue to revolutionaries., It
would be very hard for a small country like Ireland 4o industr-
ialise from nothing but she already has a nucleus of British~-
owned industry in the part politically annexed to Britain. For
Ireland to industrialise ancd the way to be open to socialist
construction then, these industries must be taken out of the
hands of foreign owners (who take advantage of the 10 year tax-
free profit incentives to invest in Ireland and then take the
money out to Britain, ensuring that it is not reinvested) and
reinvested in Ireland as a whole, The reason for keeping
Ireland predominantly agricultural is simple - it is easier to
maintain control over a predominantly agricultural country.

CONCLUSIOY

A1l through this article there has been references to the
development of North and South Ireland and to the tactics of
British impeérialism with reference to both parts of Ireland.
The reason for this is that it is necessary to examine the
tactics of British imperialism in the context of the wishes of
the British ruling-class to exploit the whole of Ireland. But
D.B., in his article suggests that he does not accent this
approach. His approach is to examine the two separate parts of
Ireland in relationship with Britain, and with total disregard
for their inter-relationships. Thus he has just looked at the
North and Britain, He claims:

"The argument that the Irish Republic is a neo-colony
is certainly one to be studied carefully, but on the
other hand, the claim that Northern Ireland is a

colony is not supported by any serious Marxist analysis
.'.t." (23)

By splitting like this, D.B. in fact shows that he is not
engaging in any serious Marxist analysis! He is falling into
the trap that makes his article social-chauvinist and a left
apology for the British army and British imperialism staying in
Ireland to combat '"the terrorist campaign" (24) of the people
fighting them. This is indeed an argument of the bourgeoisie!
What his line claims is that if implantation of part of a
colony takes place and the market can be integrated into the
imperialist market, then the imperialist relationship can
eventually vanish if a reactionary force so desires.

There is no doubt that this subjective, economic determin=-
ist, pro-imperialist line must be countered and I hope this
article has gone some way to do this, IInfortunately this line
is very attractive to some sections of the working-class both
in Britain and Northern Ireland who, duped into chauvinism in
the heyday of the Empire in the late 19th century and early
20th century, also accept that Northern Ireland is a part of
the British nation., When Marxists begin to believe this, it
shows how influential and successful the tactics of the
British ruling-class have been. However, the duty of Yarxists
is not to pander to chauvinism (neither British nor Ulster) but
to smash it, Perhaps it is correct to end this article with a
quote from Lenin, who spent much time combating the type of
social-chauvinism that D,.B. falls into:
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HNOTES

22.

"The proletariat st demand the right of political
secession for the cclonies and for the nations that "its
own" nation oppresses, Unless it does this, proletarian
internationalism will remain a meaningless phraSe; mutual
confidence and class solidarity betwean the workers of

the oppressing and oppressed nations will be impossible;
the hypocrisy of the reformist and Kautskyan advocates

of self-determination who wmaintain silence about the
nations which are opnressed by "their" nation and forc-
ibly retained within "their''state will remain unexposed."

(25)
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