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  What people are saying about




  Peace or Pacification?




  Liam Ó Ruairc’s stated aim in this book is to present Irish republicanism as part of a wider, international struggle against oppression, injustice and exploitation. In exploring both the historical and contemporary forces that have shaped Irish politics he not only admirably succeeds in that project, but also challenges key aspects of the complacent consensus that has come to dominate public debate on both sides of the border since the late 1990s. By going beyond the mere repetition of worn out shibboleths Ó Ruairc’s account reclaims the ‘universal and emancipatory core’ of republicanism and thus opens up new possibilities for political thought and action in Ireland.




  Dr. Kevin Bean, Lecturer in Irish Politics, Institute of Irish Studies, University of Liverpool, author of The New Politics of Sinn Féin (2007)




  Liam Ó Ruairc’s Peace or Pacification? Northern Ireland After the Defeat of the IRA offers an interesting and provocative perspective on the Northern Ireland peace process. Neo-liberals who believe that there has been a “peace dividend” and those who believe that the “revolutionary ideology” of Irish Republicanism has been “derepublicanized” will benefit from Ó Ruairc ‘s insightful presentation.




  Robert W. White, Professor and Chair of the Department of Sociology at Indiana University-Purdue University Indianapolis (IUPUI), author of Out of the Ashes: An Oral History of the Provisional Irish Republican Movement (2017) and Ruairí Ó Brádaigh: The Life and Politics of an Irish Revolutionary (2006)




  A fascinating and provocative book. Even those who remain unpersuaded by its arguments will benefit from engaging with it.




  Richard English CBE (Commander of the British Empire), Fellow of the British Academy, Member of the Royal Irish Academy, Fellow of Royal Historical Society, Professor at and Pro-Vice-Chancellor Queen’s University Belfast, author of Armed Struggle: The History of the IRA (2003), Ernie O’Malley: IRA Intellectual (1998)




  Liam Ó Ruairc is one of the most fastidious commentators of the Irish political scene. Whether one agrees or disagrees with his opinion, his work is invariably scrupulously researched and supported evidentially. His book is, therefore, a welcome and valuable contribution to our understanding and analysis of the current political situation in the northern part of Ireland and deserves the wide readership that scholarship of this calibre merits.




  Tommy McKearney, senior member of the Provisional IRA from the early 1970s until his arrest in 1977. Sentenced to life imprisonment, he served 16 years during which time he participated in the 1980 hunger strike in the Maze, author of: The Provisional IRA: From Insurrection to Parliament (2011)




  Liam Ó Ruairc is a meticulous researcher with a particular eye for detail. A most astute observer of the Northern Irish political scene he has with this book brought acute discernment to major aspects of the peace process. This work will stand the test of time.




  Anthony McIntyre, former IRA prisoner who spent eighteen years in the H-Blocks of Long Kesh prison, completed his PhD upon release and is the author of Good Friday: The Death of Irish Republicanism (2008)




  Liam Ó Ruairc has written an important, revelatory analysis of the peace process in Northern Ireland which I am confident will take its place among the best books written about this consequential period in Anglo-Irish history. His underlying thesis is that what has happened in the near thirty years or so since the IRA recognized the southern state and embarked on a journey to constitutionalism is less a peace process and more a pacification process in which the republicans and the British co-operated to drain and enfeeble the vital ideological juices which had sustained resistance to partition for so long. The war in Ireland began with republicans and their allies abroad viewing the NI situation as a relic of British colonialism and ended with the militants accepting that it was really just a struggle over cultural identity; in the process republicans have been drained of their radicalism and now subscribe entirely to the neo-liberalism panacea. It is impossible to read this book and not wonder at the scale of the British triumph. The companion to this book, explaining how British intelligence so completely overwhelmed the IRA, has yet to be written. Until then Ó Ruairc’s fine work will do very nicely.




  Ed Moloney, former Northern Ireland editor for The Irish Times and The Sunday Tribune, author of: A Secret History of the IRA (2002; 2007), Voices from the Grave: Two Men’s War in Ireland (2010)
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  Everybody knows that the dice are loaded




  Everybody rolls with their fingers crossed




  Everybody knows the war is over




  Everybody knows the good guys lost




  Everybody knows the fight was fixed




  The poor stay poor, the rich get rich




  That’s how it goes




  Everybody knows




  Leonard Cohen (1988), Everybody Knows




  A Brechtian maxim: ‘Don’t start from the good old things but the bad new ones.’




  Walter Benjamin, Conversations with Brecht (diary notes), Svendborg, 25 August 1938




  If there is anyone today to whom we can pass the responsibilities for the message we bequeath it is not to the ‘masses’, and not to the individual (who is powerless), but to an imaginary witness (eingebildeter Zeuge) – lest it perish with us.




  Max Horkheimer and Theodor W. Adorno (1947), Dialektik der Aufklärung




  Communists, when they are Marxists, and Marxists when they are Communists, never cry in the wilderness. Even when they are alone.




  Louis Althusser (1973), Réponse à John Lewis




  




  
Presentation




  For a good number of years, the Northern Irish ‘peace process’ has been sold abroad as a model for conflict resolution. The present study aims to show that this process is unable to ground ‘peace’ in ‘justice’ and that it is therefore more accurate to speak of a ‘pacification process’ than a peace process.




  While do minant discourses reduce the so-called ‘Irish Question’ to an insular problem and ancestral hatreds, the present study grounds it in the context of colonialism, anti-imperialism and liberation struggles.




  Its central argument is that the ‘process’ represents a major defeat for national liberation as it reinforces the partition of Ireland and that following the 1998 Agreement, Sinn Féin has become a junior partner of the British state.




  The ‘peace process’ also has an economic aspect according to which neo-liberal social and economic policies are the best way to consolidate peace. This study shows that the economic side of the peace process has only increased social and economic inequalities and that the people who were affected the most by the conflict are those who benefit the least from so-called ‘peace dividends’.




  The peace process is placed in the context of the ‘end of history’ thesis proclaimed by Fukuyama and the defeat of what was called ‘actually existing socialism’ in general and ‘actually existing national liberation movements’ in particular. It is this international context which made the process possible. Despite its defeat, this study is seeking to maintain the universal and emancipatory content of Irish republicanism.




  It is based on what is most serious and advanced on the subject, many university journals the general reader is probably not familiar with. The many references to those publications in this study are to encourage the reader to look up those references and become familiar with their content.




  The author would like to develop for the Northern Irish situations analyses similar to those made in the context of Palestine by Edward W. Said, Noam Chomsky, Ilan Pappé, Joseph A. Massad and Norman Finkelstein. This study certainly shares their values and has an ‘affiliation’ with those of Edward W. Said in particular.




  Said noted he desired ‘a connection between Fanon and Adorno that is totally missing’: ‘In other words, activism, nationalism, revolution, insurrection on the one hand, and on the other, the excessive kind of theoretical reflection and speculation of the sort one associates with the Frankfurt school...’ In that spirit this study aspires to ‘thinking about the future in ways that are not simply insurrectionary or reactive1’.




  Liam Ó Ruairc, 4 July 2018


Footnote


  1 Edward W. Said (2004), Power, Politics and Culture: Interviews with Edward W. Said, London: Bloomsbury, 51




  
Part One. Insular problem or universal cause?




  You must remember that the cause of human freedom is as wide as the world.




  Roger Casement, Letter to E.D. Morel, 8 April 1911




  I am so grateful to Ireland...You have had many more years of imperialism than we have had, and you have produced a fabulous culture of resistance and an extraordinary spirit, which I desperately hope we (the Palestinian people) can measure up to by about 10 per cent...There are three places that have meant a great deal to me; one is South Africa, another is Ireland, and the third is India. These places have meant a great deal to me culturally, not just because there was always a spirit of resistance, but because out of it, there is this huge cultural effort which I think is much more important than arms, and armed struggle.




  Edward W. Said, Interview with Kevin Whelan, Dublin, 24 June 1999





  Peace process




  The term ‘peace process’ in the context of Northern Ireland refers to a series of major political developments since the early 1990s. It is the process that led to the IRA ceasefire in 1994, the negotiations that led to the 1998 Agreement, and all subsequent developments until former adversaries agreed to share power in 2007. All these developments have laid the foundations of where Northern Ireland is politically today. The ‘peace process’ is generally presented as a success and a model to emulate in other conflict zones elsewhere in the world. In 2018, researchers for the University of Edinburgh set up a database called PA-X (Peace Agreement Access Tool) recording more than 140 peace processes which have produced more than 1,500 agreements aimed at resolving conflicts between 1990 and 2015, demonstrating the lasting impact of the Irish peace process on subsequent agreements worldwide1. For governments, the process shows how ‘talking to terrorists’ can lead to historic compromises. For insurgents it is an example of why governments should dialogue with them and negotiate a solution. It is those references to the Northern Irish model and the proposal to emulate it that makes it a politically relevant issue. The Northern Irish ‘model’ is, however, not well understood if not misunderstood and makes a critical analysis all the more imperative.




  Before developing this critical analysis, this chapter will first explain why and how Northern Ireland was created as a political entity, and the nature of the conflict that was its consequence. It will show that this is not just some ‘insular’ problem but that it has global significance, making it politically relevant. It will outline the political perspective from which this analysis is written, and will attempt to show what is truly universal in it, as well as its democratic content. But beforehand, one should warn the reader of the fundamental problem that the ‘peace process’ is in open conflict with the notion of truth, and remind them of the importance of truth in politics.




  Truth or ‘constructive ambiguity’?




  One of the problems with the media coverage of the Northern Ireland situation is that the conflict generated a real ‘information war’. The boundaries between information and disinformation, analysis and propaganda were very thin. Censorship, lies and media manipulation were common in this ‘propaganda war’ in which the British state was the main actor.2 The media generally adopted the perspective of the British government on the conflict and gave the republican perspective a hostile treatment. Republicans never had the means that were available to the British state and had a marginal impact in terms of putting their message across. In this context, developing an alternative perspective on the conflict reaching a wide audience is very difficult. Has the peace process ended this ‘information war’? Did it reduce lies and manipulations in the media? The answer is negative, as the symbiosis between media and the state continued and the war propaganda has been replaced by what media experts called ‘the propaganda of peace’3. For example, Information Strategy, a British government document written by Tom Kelly, formerly of the BBC and Director of Communications at the Northern Ireland Office at the time of the 1998 Agreement, outlines the government’s strategy for getting the right result through a campaign of blatant media manipulation designed to flood Northern Ireland with positive stories about the peace deal4. Government spin has been reinforced by the reluctance of the media to ask critical questions. The media has been accused by award-winning journalist Ed Moloney of covering up the truth to protect the peace process and being reluctant to report events unhelpful to the peace process. Before journalists were reluctant to question the official line afraid of being called ‘terrorist sympathisers’, today out of fear of being labelled ‘JAPPs’ – ‘journalists against the peace process’. If official censorship ended in 1994, self-censorship by the media has in fact increased since5. Moreover, there are 160 press officers in Stormont – more than there are journalists in Belfast newsrooms – and newspapers are struggling to do anything other than copy and paste their press releases6. By 2007, most international media no longer had any permanent presence in Northern Ireland, leaving the public abroad even less informed of the situation there7. In 2007, Bernadette McAliskey and award-winning playwright Gary Mitchell (who was forced to leave Belfast with his extended family due to Loyalist hostility at his plays) expressed strong criticism of the media’s coverage of the peace process. In Mitchell’s view there is a ‘real truth’ and an ‘agreed truth’, and when the ‘agreed truth becomes accepted, the real truth becomes a lie’. The media is reporting the agreed truth and the real truth ‘doesn’t get a look in’, he argued. A major reason for this, according to Bernadette McAliskey, is that with the complicity of the media and through spin and choreography, peace has been bought by ‘perjury, fraud, corruption, cheating and lying8’.




  The creation and maintenance of both the peace process and the 1998 Agreement have been judged to involve lying and deception. Twenty years after 1998 Professor Paul Dixon concluded that the ‘inconvenient truth’ about the Belfast Agreement ‘is that, if it wasn’t for deliberate deceptions, there would be no peace process9’. Former British Prime Minister Tony Blair admits lying to further the process10. Former republican leader and hunger striker Brendan Hughes complained that ‘the process had created a class of professional liars and unfortunately it contains many Republicans11’. Thanks to the peace process it now seems that ‘lying for Ireland’ has replaced ‘dying for Ireland’. Much more serious it is now argued that the very idea of truth is unhelpful to the peace process and that lies are morally justified if they help to advance it. There are supposed to be ‘honourable’ and ‘dishonourable’ deceptions. Spin, lying and manipulation were essential to move the process forward12. Central to the process is not the idea of ‘truth’ but rather that of ‘constructive ambiguity’13. As prominent Sinn Féin member Jim Gibney reminds us: ‘If there is one big lesson coming out of the peace process...it is words like ‘certainty’ and ‘clarity’ are not part of the creative lexicon that conflict resolution requires if it is to be successful...Give me the language of ambiguity...It has oiled the engine of the peace process. Long may it continue to do so14.’ In a more global context of peace processes from Palestine to South Africa, Noam Chomsky notes that ‘a whole new vocabulary has been designed to disguise reality’: in this Orwellian language, ‘peace process’ does not refer to the process of seeking peace but to the political initiatives of dominant powers, ‘making peace’ means accepting the terms of the US and its allies, ‘pragmatists’ and ‘moderates’ are those who accept them, whereas ‘extremists’ and ‘hardliners’ are those who don’t15. Roy Foster was right to conclude that ‘the British quickly learned linguistic ingenuity; Orwell would have appreciated the way an ‘agreed Ireland’ turned out to mean the very opposite of a ‘united Ireland’, while ‘power-sharing’ came to denote ‘separate spheres’, not reconciliation16. Such a context of ‘propaganda of peace’, of deliberate lies and ‘creative ambiguity’ makes an analysis demythologising the peace process all the more urgent. To use an expression attributed to George Orwell: ‘In times of universal deceit, telling the truth is a revolutionary act.’




  Partition




  Since being set up at the beginning of the 1920s, Northern Ireland has been the subject of recurring political conflict. It is necessary to recall the nature of this conflict, that the media sometimes wrongly present as a religious war, and more often as a problem of two deeply divided communities that have problems with each other. The origin of this conflict lies in the British state’s refusal to recognise the right of the people of Ireland as a whole to self-determination, for which it had massively voted in 1918. As early as 1916, Prime Minister Lloyd George wrote to unionist leader Lord Carson: ‘We must make it clear that Ulster does not, whether she wills it or not, merge with the rest of Ireland17.’ In 1921 Carson bitterly concluded: ‘What a fool I was! I was only a puppet, and so was Ulster, and so was Ireland, in the political game that was to get the Conservative Party into power...18’




  ‘Northern Ireland’ was imposed by the British state, not created by the will of the people of Ireland who had massively voted for all-Ireland independence in 1918. British Prime Minister Lloyd George was to admit in 1921: ‘If you asked the people of Ireland what plan they would accept, by an emphatic majority they would say: “We want independence and an Irish Republic.” There is absolutely no doubt about that19.’ Northern Ireland was established by a 1920 British Act of Parliament for which no one in Ireland ever voted: the Government of Ireland Act which became law on 23 December 1920 and the division of the island into two distinct jurisdictions took place on 3 May 1921, more than 6 months prior to the 1921 treaty. The people of all Ireland were given no say on the matter.




  The partition of Ireland is not even based on the wishes of the people within the partitioned area. Along the actual border, areas were included where the majority wished to be on the other side of the line. There are even some indications that the unionists did not want partition20. Unionist leader Edward Carson himself said: ‘Ulster asks for no separate Parliament. She never has, in all the long controversy, taken that course21.’ As late as 1919 Edward Carson told the House of Commons: ‘I cannot understand why we should ask them to take a Parliament which they never demanded and which they do not want...I know Ulster does not want this Parliament22.’ Some historians argue that some sort of partition was inevitable. However, it was the British government which chose the way in which Ireland was to be divided and imposed this by force. It is inconceivable that negotiations between republicans, nationalists and unionists would have produced the same settlement, especially had the British state been out of the equation. The primary responsibility for partition lies with the British government and Northern Ireland is kept in existence only by British guns and finance.




  It is sometimes argued that partition was legitimate because a majority in what became Northern Ireland wished to remain part of the United Kingdom. But one has to draw a line where the majority for partition begins and where the majority for partition ends. The only recognised constitutional entity until 1920 was the 32-county Ireland until the British government over-ruled the democracy of Ireland and split the country. It was governed as an entity for 750 years under English rule. Lloyd George, who was to become British Prime Minister, said:




  Take all the great questions through years of controversy in Ireland and in this country, during the last twenty or thirty years, or even beyond that, and in regard to all those questions it will be found that Ireland has been treated as a whole, as a separate unit, and there has never been a demand from any county in Ireland or from any part of Ireland or from any party in Ireland that Ulster should be treated separately.


  




  In the same speech he described the proposal to exclude part of Ireland from Irish self-government as ‘a gigantic demand which would be a serious departure from every precedent23’. Interestingly the unionist leader Edward Carson more than once stressed the fact that Ireland was an indivisible unit, though he wanted to keep it under the Imperial Parliament.: ‘the only way you can treat Ireland, having regard to her special conditions, is to treat her as one entity by the Imperial Parliament, and the moment you try to alter that, the idea of governing Ireland with anything like peace falls away24’. There are therefore serious grounds to take the 32-county Ireland as being the legitimate unit for self-determination. However, the historical, geographical or national bases to justify the existence of Northern Ireland are more questionable. The six-county Northern Ireland is not the nine-county Ulster and there is little that makes its population distinctive from the rest of the island (also not all Protestants in Ulster consider themselves to be British or unionists). To take Northern Ireland as a legitimate unit for self-determination has little political, geographic or historic logic25. Interestingly in September 2017 European Parliament Brexit chief Guy Verhofstadt stated the Irish border was in no way a natural one, it was not a river, nor a mountain range. ‘It meanders for 310 miles through meadows, forests, farmlands,’ he said. Visiting a border farm in county Monaghan, he remarked that it was impossible to see where one jurisdiction begins and the other ends. Mr Verhofstadt described the border as an ‘illogical divide’ and called for it to remain invisible. ‘Certainly the cows couldn’t see it. Cows from the North eating grass from the South, milked in the North by a farmer from the South with their milk bottled in the South,’ he said. ‘I’m a Belgian so surrealism comes naturally to me, but to reinstate the border would be more than surreal, it would be totally absurd, even for me26.’ In 1920, British Prime Minister Lloyd George warned unionist leader Lord Craigavon on partition: ‘Your proposal would stereotype a frontier based neither on national features nor broad geographical considerations, by giving it the character of an international boundary. Partition on those grounds the majority of the Irish people will never accept, neither could we conscientiously attempt to enforce it.27’ For British Prime Minister Asquith ‘Ireland is a nation; not two nations, but one nation.28’He also said: ‘You can no more split Ireland into parts than you can split England or Scotland into parts29.’ For Winston Churchill: ‘I am not at all prepared to admit that there are two nations in Ireland. I look upon the Irish nation as one people30.’ Referring to the unionist minority’s use of the threat of partition to defeat the proposal to give Ireland self-government, Winston Churchill said: ‘On one point I think there will be very little dispute: Whatever Ulster’s right may be, she cannot stand in the way of the whole of the rest of Ireland. Half a province cannot impose a permanent veto on the nation31.’ Ramsay MacDonald, who was later to become Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, also emphasised the essential unity of Ireland and questioned the right of the unionist minority to impede the progress of a nation: ‘The first question is: Is Ulster to deny the rights of the rest of Ireland to self-government? We say: “No, emphatically not!” Arising out of that, and a somewhat narrower question, is this: Is Ulster going to deny the right of Ireland ever to speak and act and govern itself as a united nationality? We say “No, emphatically not!32”’ Finally, the aggregate verdict is the normal means of assessing an electoral contest so even if a ‘majority’ in the North wished to remain part of the United Kingdom this lacked democratic legitimacy.
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