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INTRODUCTORY REMARKS*
Tell me why, oh why,

Billy Reid had to die,

But he died with a gun in his hand. 

Tell me why, oh why 

Billy Reid had to die,

He died to free Ireland.

Twas in the town of Belfast 

All in the month of May 

Three youthful Irish soldiers 

Set out upon their way 

A mission to accomplish 

Ireland's freedom, which we need, 

And the leader of that gallant band 

was Lieutenant Billy Reid.

But the bullet caught our Billy,

His life it took away,

and there on a street in Belfast

An Irish martyr lay.1

This song, by gilding violent death with a layer of sentimentality, typifies 

the Irish acquiescence to violence. The ugliness of the brutal death is 

obfuscated by the sentimentality of the martyr. In the name of Irish freedom



no sacrifice is too much, no amount of death is too great. Instead, the myth of 

the Irish martyr, trying to end the scourge of British imperialism is carried 

on, generation after generation, through song and legend. But behind the mirth 

and song, a cancerous tumor grows, promising to wreak havoc throughout the 

land. A vicious cycle of terror has emerged in which violence feeds upon 

violence. Prejudice and malice among Catholics and Protestants in Northern 

Ireland has created a situation in which violence, division, and destruction are 

the norm. After nearly two decades of violence, the Irish have become a 

shattered people. By 1986, over 2700 men, women and children had become 

the fatal victims of sectarian violence. 2 Of these 2700 deaths 1845 were 

civilians. 3 In other words, almost seventy per cent of the casualties have 

been innocent bystanders, with little or no means of defense. From a 

population of 1.5 million the death toll in Northern Ireland would be the 

equivalent to the loss of 350,000 American lives. 4 By 1980 alone there had 

been at least 26,516 separate shooting incidents and 6309 explosions. 5 This 

violence has permeated all aspects of life. Thousands are suffering from 

psychological stress because of the fear and tension generated by murder, 

bombing, and intimidation. 6 Perhaps the division and violence in Northern 

Ireland is most apparent in Belfast, where old men in shops frisk patrons for 

incendiary devises and where army patrols fan the streets, suspicious of 

everyone. 7

The Irish people have fallen victim to the belief that violence will bring 

an end to their woes, that from behind the barrel of a gun, peace will emerge. 

Although peace by force may bring a temporary peace, in a land as divisive as 

Northern Ireland, the violence can only be quelled by a political process of

2



cooperation. As long as the deep antagonisms between the Protestants and the 

Catholics remain, enduring peace will elude the Irish. Unfortunately, Northern 

Ireland's tarnished history has relied upon forceful methods to impose peace. 

The result has been that the cycle of violence continues unabated. Northern 

Ireland has become a deadly battlefield where soldiers, terrorists, and 

citizens continue the senseless fight with little hope to an end to the 

suffering. There seems to be no reason to doubt the words of Barry White, 

deputy editor of the Belfast Telegraph: "Northern Ireland's Protestant 

Unionists and Roman Catholic nationalists have never been further apart." 8
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A
CHAPTER ONE

THE POSITIVE-NEGATIVE PEACE 

DISTINCTION: AN ANALYTICAL FRAMAWORK

Is the any end to the "troubles?" Can the violence ever be quelled? Is 

there any path to peace?

In fact, there are two paths to peace. Peace is not merely the absence of 

war, but rather peace can be negative or positive. Johan Galtung in 1965 notes 

that negative peace is "non-war" enforced by the fear of punishment.1 

Negative peace is enforced by methods of intimidation, fear, and force.

Professor Herman Scmid in 1963, on the other hand, defines positive peace as 

essentially "integration, cooperation, exchange, solidarity, spirit of

communion on the international level as well as on other levels." 2

The distinction between positive and negative peace is more than 

definitional. Functionally, positive peace is a much stronger, stable and 

enduring peace than negative sanctions toward peace. Without cooperation and 

integration true peace cannot emerge.

Perhaps the main reason negative peace fails to bring enduring peace is 

the fact that it does not attempt to resolve the political, economic, and social 

problems that lie at the heart of the conflict. Instead, negative peace assumes 

that peace can be imposed through tactics of fear and coercion. The political 

process is ignored in the attempt to place military solutions upon political 

problems. Indeed, this has been the case in Northern Ireland. Through 

widespread use of paramilitary activity, Catholics and Protestants have tried 

to impose their own versions of peace, sidestepping efforts to resolve the
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"troubles" in the mutual benefit of all. Instead, the claimed goals of 
* paramilitary groups are mutually exclusive. While Catholic paramilitary

groups have been fighting for a United Ireland, Protestant paramilitary groups 

have been fighting to maintain the status quo. 3

Additionally, coercion does not create mutually advantageous options. 

Hocker and Wilmot, in analyzing various conflict styles, maintain that 

non-cooperative, aggressive conflict styles are likely to create win-lose 

situations. They explain that in these type of conflict strategies "conflict is 

seen as a battleground, where winning is the goal and concern for the other is 

of little or no importance."4 When tactics of coercion are used, conflict 

resolution automatically displays a win-lose orientation. While one side wins, 

the other side must lose. Instead of seeking courses of mutual benefit, the 

disputants will force upon competitive tactics. The parties will try to 

"one-up" the other party to gain an advantage. 5 By relying upon negative 

notions of peace, adversaries come to believe that their separate interests 

outweigh their shared interests.

Instead of working out disputes through methods of cooperation, negative 

peace utilizes force and coercion in an effort to defeat or hurt the other party. 

Coercion, instead of containing turmoil, perpetuates and legitimizes the 

further use of violence. At least, this is the case until one side wins and the 

other side loses. Robert Johanssen in Toward Nuclear Disarmament and Global 

Security explains that negative sanctions invite the use of force:" .... 

military incentives such as the threat to use national military force to resolve 

an issue, reinforces the idea that force may be used as a legitimate 

instrument of foreign policy."6 More specifically, Hocker and Wilmot suggest

t
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that the use of threats may cause a conflict to spiral. They suggest that*
conflict spirals are most likely characterized by power manipulation, threats, 

and coercion.7 Folger and Poole extrapolate that misperception, discord and 

destruction lie at the heart of conflict spirals. It is their conclusion that once 

conflict becomes a battle, misperceptions and discord fuel further conflict 

until one side wins and the other side is destroyed. 8

Any peace based upon faulty perceptions and discord is unlikely to bring 

stable peace. Relying upon the example of superpower relations, Nish 

Jamgotch suggests that misperceptions cultivate a tenuous peace:

Most fundamentally, however, mutual misperceptions 
have enmeshed the superpowers in what Morton Deutsch 
calls a 'web of interactions and defensive-offensive 
maneuvers which worsen, instead of improve their 
situations, making them more insecure,vulnerable, and 
burdened.'"9

Likewise, misperceptions have run amok in Northern Ireland. Catholics 

and Protestants have cast one another in the most despicable light, assuming 

that there would be no benefit in seeking shared interests. Instead, 

Protestants, through fear and intimidation, have tried to enforce peace, 

assuming that Catholics are the enemy of the state. Protestants have been 

willing to assume that all Catholics desire a united Ireland; a goal completely 

incompatible with Protestant interest. Yet behind the shroud of

misperception, the truth would suggest that the call for a united Ireland is not 

a real issue for ordinary Catholics. Most Catholics today, instead of ascribing 

to the goals of the IRA, view the guerrillas as nothing short of "butchers."10 

Professor Lyons reports that a poll taken in the early 1960's indicated that, 

while a majority of Catholics were in favor of unification with the South, it
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was not an issue of great importance to them.11 Even in the early 1960's 
* Irish unification was not as major a concern as Protestants would deem it.

In an effort to maintain their position of dominance, Protestants have 

opted for negative tactics of intimidation and fear. By usurping its power to 

maintain the status quo, Protestants tried to render Catholics vulnerable and 

powerless. But these negative notions of peace with their win-lose 

orientation create only short-term peace and long term frustration and 

aggression. Hocker and Wilmot explain that" if lower persons or groups are 

continually subjected to harsh treatment, they will likely produce some 

organized resistance to the higher power people."12 Bach and Wyden take this 

line of analysis one step further by arguing that it is the powerless who 

become most violent. They explain:

"When one reaches the stage where nothing matters (you 
can not attain your goals through accepted means), 
violence or despair is spawned. It is the person who feels 
powerless who turns to the last resort- giving up, 
aggression, or violence. Too much losing does not build 
character, it builds frustration, aggression or apathy."13

Clearly, dispossessed Catholics in Northern Ireland, have expressed their 

hatreds towards Protestants with aggression. Sectarian hatreds and Catholic 

frustrations have launched Northern Ireland into the abyss of turmoil and 

violence, from which they have yet to emerge. Negative notions of peace have 

created only short term peace and long term instability.

Instead, true security will only emerge from cooperation and the 

maximization of mutual gains. Although tactics of force may bring peace in 

the short term, only positive sanctions will bring an enduring peace. Real 

peace does not come from the barrel of a gun, but rather from cooperation
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based upon mutual trust. The Pugwash Council in 1986 concluded that only 

cooperation results in real security:

"Real security emerges only when past or potential 
adversaries discover that their differences, even though 
significant, are outweighed by shared interests and by the 
potential benefits of cooperation in these areas of 
common interest14

More specifically, cooperation creates conditions that will resolve the 

root problems in a conflict, committing participants to the process of peace, 

precluding the use of force.

Initially, the integrative approach of positive peace commits participants 

to a negotiated settlement, aimed at reaching mutual interests. When a 

cooperative process prevails individuals tend to seek areas of common benefit. 

They are able to see themselves as realistically sharing a common fate, and 

being mutually dependent on one another for maximizing their mutual 

benefits.15 In contrast to negative peace, positive peace tries to minimize 

differences.

Instead of creating winner/loser dichotomies, positive sanctions toward 

peace attempt to create a lasting peace by meeting the mutual interest of all 

parties involved in a conflict. Common goals, instead of creating artificial 

divisions, give each party a stake in the well being of the other party. If one 

side is not committed to true negotiations, then both sides lose.16 On the 

other hand, if both parties realize their shared interests, and commit 

themselves to a cooperative process of peace, both disputants have the 

opportunity to gain. A win- win situation can only be achieved if Catholics and 

Protestants shed their selfish interests in exchange for agreements of mutual 

benefit.
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Cooperation is also likely to significantly aid in the peace process by 

halting the misperceptions that cause conflicts to spiral. Cooperation may be 

an educational experience in that participants become more aware and 

understanding of their opponents goals and grievances.17 Instead of allowing 

fears to shape misguided perceptions, cooperative negotiations provide a 

forum in which grievances and positions can be made known. Accurate 

knowledge is a prerequisite to adequate solutions. It would seem that 

Protestants and Catholics must first become fully aware of the actual, not 

perceived, problems that confront them, if grievances are to be resolved.

Cooperation additionally creates a norm against the use of force. Force 

makes little sense in light of the cooperative process in which gains and 

losses are mutual. By injuring the other party, aggressors lose the benefits of 

mutual cooperation. Robert Johansen maintains that positive sanctions toward 

peace create a norm against violence. He argues:

Positive incentives- whether easing of the arms race, 
an increase of equitable political representation in 
international organizations, an extension of favorable 
trading status, or an offer of other economic benefits- 
are essential to building a norm against the use of 
force.18

Policy makers in Northern Ireland are faced with two broad alternatives: 

increase the benefits of war or increase the benefits of peace. If history is 

any indication, the choice is clear, policy makers must increase the benefits 

of peace. In Northern Ireland the simple fact remains that there is nothing to 

be gained by the use of force. For twenty years Catholics and Protestants have 

been engaged in a stalemate, unable to oust the other. Protestants have been 

unable to quell Catholic (IRA) intransigence and Catholics have yet to realize a
e
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united Ireland. Instead, Catholics and Protestants share a mutual fate and that 

is that they both will have to live together in Ulster. This mutual reality was 

clinched when Ireland agreed not to pursue a united Ireland in the Anglo-Irish 

Accord. 19 A united Ireland is no longer a realistic option. The Republic of 

Ireland has no desire to seek union with Ulster. 20 As a consequence 

Protestants and Catholics can either continue their senseless war of attrition, 

or they can attempt to live together to serve their mutual interest. If the path 

is further bloodshed, neither side is likely to capitulate and neither side is 

likely to emerge victorious. Both sides will lose. At least, with cooperation 

both sides have the opportunity to gain.

Unfortunately, the vision of positive peace; the spirit of cooperation, 

integration and solidarity, has yet to be realized. Instead of seeing past their 

differences, Catholics and Protestants alike have resorted to policies of force 

and intimidation. "Guns in politics" have stolen center stage and methods of 

positive peace to find political solutions to the troubles have been largely 

ignored. The result is that both the sharp divisions which disrupt Northern 

Ireland, and the reliance upon violence remain.

The purpose of this chapter has been twofold. First, this chapter 

highlights the differences between positive and negative sanctions toward 

peace. Secondly, the purpose of this chapter has been to explain theoretically 

why cooperation is a more rational and efficacious route to peace. Now that 

there is a theoretical understanding of the distinctions between positive and 

negative peace, it is important to look at the history of the "troubles" to gauge 

the effectiveness of the two approaches to peace. As death tolls mount, and 

violence pervades the very fabric of Irish society it is increasingly evident
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that force has not brought peace. Instead only cooperative efforts have offered 

a glimmer of hope.

Initially, Chapter Two offers important insights into the grievances which 

divide Northern Irish society and continue to ferment violence in the region.

This chapter delves into the root causes of Catholic frustrations and the 

political problems at the heart of the crisis.

Chapter Three offers an in depth analysis of how negative notions of peace 

cultivate distrust and violence. The main thrust of the chapter suggests that 

violence tends to spiral becoming the justification for further violence.

Chapter Four examines the history of positive efforts in coming to grips 

with the "troubles." The general thrust of this chapter offers explanation as 

to why the cooperative efforts of powersharing, the peace movement, and the 

Anglo-Irish Accord have yet to take root in Northern Irish society.

Finally, Chapter Five provides some general conclusions as to why the 

"troubles" persist and a basic framework for cooperative efforts in the future.

♦
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CHAPTER TWO 

IRELAND: A DIVIDED NATION

Neither Catholics nor Protestants have been willing to see past their 

differences. On the contrary, political maneuvering on the part of Protestants 

along with the cultural antagonisms and job discrimination have magnified the 

differences between the hostile camps, creating conditions of fear, distrust 

and intimidation.

From these sharp divisions between Catholics and Protestants violence 

and sectarian hatred has spread to every remnant of Northern Irish society. No 

city or citizen has been untouched by the "troubles." Violence has erupted into 

urban violence among the streets and neighborhoods of Ulster. Common 

citizens have taken up arms. The battle lines have been drawn among 

neighborhoods, and neither Protestants nor Catholics trespass on the others 

turf. In Belfast, studies of 1968 indicated that two thirds of the families 

lived in streets of which 91 per cent of the households were of the same 

religion. Sectarian boundaries have been drawn by fear and intimidation.1 

This sense of competitive localism has on many occasions caused tensions to 

flare and erupt into sectarian violence. Such was the case during the Battle of 

the Bogside (1969). Paul Arthur explains that the fighting was always at the 

boundaries represented mainly-by mixed streets, or at the borders of separate 

Catholic and Protestant streets. 2

Competitive localism has left the legacy of fear and distrust among 

Catholics and Protestants leaving little room for cooperation. Instead, 

Protestants have tried to impose their will upon Catholics by denigrating them

e
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to second class citizenship through political chicanery and job discrimination.

By leaving Catholics as a shattered, dispossessed people, Protestants have 

sown the seeds of discontent.

Political maneuvering artificially created Protestant dominance and 

guaranteed Catholic subservience. Through strategic gerrymandering, 

Protestant Unionists were able to secure control over district councils, which 

in turn controlled local housing allocation and the filling of local government 

jobs. The result was Unionist control of economic, political, and social 

structures which translated into privilege for Protestant and discrimination 

for Catholics. 3 The effect was to frustrate Catholic aspirations, which 

allowed antagonisms to fester. Given the previous analysis of Bach and Wyden 

(Chapter 1), it is not surprising that violence became the outlet for Catholic 

frustrations.

Protestants, fearing the loss of their power base, emphasized their 

differences with Catholics. Protestants had claimed themselves the winner 

and tried to do everything in its power to ensure that Catholics remained the 

losers. Through the Protestants self claimed superiority and by the emergence 

of stereotypes, distinctions between the hostile camps were emphasized.

First, the economic advantages of the Protestants brought in its wake a false 

sense of superiority among Protestants. By keeping Catholics down 

Protestants could feel better about themselves. A sort of white-trash 

mentality grew up among poorer Ulster Protestants: no matter how low they 

sank, they could always look down on the Catholic peasants. 4 Second, 

misperceptions developed, making the groups seem even more distant. In the 

words of Herb Greer, Protestant Unionists began to stereotype the Irish
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Catholic as an "unhygienic bog-trotter, who is priest ridden, henpecked, lazy 

and breeds like a rabbit." 5 Catholic stereotypes of Protestants were also 

quick to develop. Catholics viewed Protestants as "joyless, fundamentally 

irreligious and given to perversion." 6 Given these common stereotypes, 

Catholics and Protestants found it difficult to find areas of common interest. 

Catholics and Protestants viewed each other as polar opposites.

The antagonisms between Catholics and Protestants extends beyond 

words. Job discrimination and violence pose serious divisions between the 

competing groups. Job discrimination is one of the most pertinent problems 

among the factions. Catholics are disproportionately the victim of 

unemployment. Current statistics indicate that the rate of unemployment 

among Catholics is two and one half times as high as among Protestants. 7 In 

parts of West Belfast, Catholic unemployment ranges from 60 to 80 per cent. 8 

Even when Catholics are fortunate to find jobs, preference is still given to 

Protestants. Edmund Aunger's research indicates a three-way stratification 

among Catholics and Protestants. His research initially indicates that there is 

a marked tendency for Protestants to dominate the upper occupational classes 

while Catholics are delegated to the lower statuses. The tendency is for 

Protestants to hold skilled jobs while Catholics hold semi-skilled jobs.

Secondly, Protestants are concentrated in higher status industries, such as 

engineering, while the more menial and lower status industries, such as 

building contracting, are reserved for Catholics. Finally, within the same 

organization, Protestants are likely to dominate managerial positions. It is 

most likely that a Catholic laborer's supervisor will be a Protestant. 9 While 

Protestants climb the corporate ladder of success, Catholics are wallowing in
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the mire of poverty and frustration.
* Unfortunately, there is no sign that the job status for Catholics is

improving, even conservative sources fail to notice any improvement in the 

situation. The British government's own Department of Economic Development 

concludes in its 1986 report, Equality of Opportunity in Employment in 

Northern Ireland, that: "The message of equality of opportunity in employment 

does not seem to be making a significant impact in relation to any 

dimension."10

The economic problems in Northern Ireland are not with out their costs. 

The devastating economic problems in Northern Ireland effectively block the 

road to peace, making violence more likely. In many respects, the "troubles" in 

Northern Ireland, are the story of the frustrations of the Catholic minority.

Unable to seek redress through the normal channels, the IRA, in despair, have 

resorted to violent tactics. The International Peace Research Institute in Oslo 

claims that the foundation of Northern Ireland's "troubles" stem from its 

socioeconomic problems. In their view, the consensus of experts on Northern 

Ireland perceive the root of the troubles to be the result of socioeconomic 

frustrations.11

Perhaps the root of the Northern Ireland problem lies in the fact that 

neither Protestants, nor Catholics, have found areas of common interest.

Instead of following the path of cooperation, both Catholics and Protestants 

have followed the path of the bullet, dividing Northern Ireland into sectarian 

zones. Through armed force, both Catholics and Protestants have tried to 

force the other side into submission. Meanwhile, peace remains elusive, and 

the violence continues. Since 1969 negative peace has been the policy of
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choice and since 1969 the death toll has been steadily increasing
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CHAPTER THREE

NEGATIVE PEACE IN NORTHERN IRELAND

The primary emphasis in Northern Ireland has been focused upon negative 

notions of peace. All parties involved; the British, the Protestants, and the 

Catholics, have used tactics of fear and intimidation in an attempt to impose 

their own solutions for the "troubles." Force has been viewed as the gateway 

to peace. Force, though, has not brought peace but instead has merely 

heightened tensions and legitimized further bloodshed.

Origins of Negative Peace

In 1969, the long history of frustrations, division, and inequities 

culminated in bloodshed. Catholics, inspired by the Black Civil Rights 

Movement in America, were no longer willing to accept Protestant policies of 

discrimination and intimidation. The initial Catholic response to the 

inequities, however, was nonviolent. From the rising Catholic middle class, 

the discontent of poorer Catholics and the new found radicalism of University 

students, the Northern Ireland Civil Rights Association (NICRA) was born in 

February of 1967.1 The movement sought an end to discrimination, a more 

equitable housing allocation, "one man - one vote," and a repeal of the Special 

Powers Act. 2 The movement was nonpolitical, nonsectarian, and most 

importantly nonviolent.

For a brief moment it seemed as though Catholics and Protestants would 

draw closer together. The Catholic minority found itself willing to give its
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allegiance to the United Kingdom in exchange for political and economic 

equality with Ulster Protestants. Likewise, the Stormont government was 

willing to make concessions in the form of "one man - one vote" redistricting, 

equal opportunity guarantees, and fair housing legislation. 3 For a time it 

seemed as though Northern Ireland was on the road to reform.

Unfortunately, Protestants were not so willing to concede "rights" to 

Catholics. Instead, the Civil Rights movement was looked on with suspicion, 

as an attempt by Catholics to subvert Protestant power. Protestants placed a 

win-lose orientation upon the "troubles," seeing concessions as an admission 

that they had somehow lost. Protestants viewed the conflict as a battle in 

which the winner should take all. Protestant paramilitary group had little 

compassion for the grievances of Catholics. Instead, the right wing Loyalists 

and Unionists immediately saw every demand for reform as an attack upon the 

whole structure of the state. Every reform was a siege upon Protestant power 

and authority. 4 It is this siege mentality and sense of paranoia that provided 

the spark for violence. Although Protestants were able to maintain a 

temporary peace, Catholic frustrations eventually spilled over into violence.

By 1969 cracks began to form in the tenuous foundation of peace the 

Protestants had tried to enforce. The initial sparks of violence began to break 

out in the civil rights marches of 1969 and by the end of 1969 violence had 

become endemic. The IRA was quick to respond to Protestant agitation with 

the introduction of the bomb. In April there were thirty seven explosions, 

followed by forty seven explosions in May and fifty explosions in June. 5 

Between August 9 and December 1, thirty British soldiers, eleven members of 

the Royal Ulster Constabulary and the Ulster Defense Regiment, and seventy
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three civilian were killed. 6 IRA bombing had turned entire urban districts 
* into rubble. By the end of 1969, the province of Northern Ireland had become

the nexus of turmoil.

The blame for the troubles does not rest solely upon the Irish Republican 

Army as is often assumed. Instead, all parties involved- the British Security 

forces, along with both Catholic and Protestant paramilitary groups- must 

share the blame for the violence which continues to plague Northern Ireland. 

All parties involved had fallen victim to the myth that force could bring about 

a long lasting peace.

Britain's Response

Although Britain finds it expedient to blame the IRA for Northern Ireland's 

"troubles," British policies are in large part responsible for the violence.

Britain by initiating the policy of partition, by taking sides with the 

Protestants and by resorting to policies of repression, must take at least 

partial blame for the "troubles." These policies have disregarded the need for 

cooperation, and instead have created obstacles to lasting peace, forming the 

basis for continued violence.

Almost from the beginning, Britain instead of trying to gain cooperation, 

has relied upon tactics of fear and coercion; rather than trying to gain 

consensus, Britain has tried to impose its will.

The problems in Northern Ireland have their roots in Ulster's colonial past. 

Britain, with its imperialistic tendencies, set aside Ulster for the exclusive 

occupancy of English and Scottish settlers. In 1609, the English King James
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proclaimed a land settlement in which four-fifths of Ulster was relegated to 
* foreigners, foreigners who were almost exclusively Protestant. The native

Irish were either driven out or forced to live on reservations. 7 The result 

was that Protestants, by imperial law, gradually gained ascendancy over 

native Catholics. This is how the troubles began: native Irish were displaced 

to make room for Protestants. From these historic beginnings to the present 

day British policy has placed Protestants on a higher plane than native 

Catholics. From the beginning, Britain, instead of trying to create a spirit of 

solidarity and integration, viewed Protestants and Catholics as very distinct, 

separate groups. Britain's actions toward the groups sharpened differences, 

disregarding the need for unity.

In 1921, Britain divided Northern Ireland further by institutionalizing 

Protestant dominance via partition. In 1921, when the overwhelmingly 

Catholic nationalist free state was established in the South, Ulster was 

excluded from the arrangement because of British hesitancy in the face of 

militant Protestant resistance. 8 This hesitancy was probably the result of 

close political ties to the Unionists. Britain, wanting to maintain some amount 

of sovereignty in Ireland, found itself more closely allied with the Unionists. 

From the time of partition, England was arming and financing the sectarian 

hand of repression. By 1922 it had organized, armed and was paying for a 

combined force of over 45,000 loyalists in the six counties, made up of 'A', 'B', 

and 'C' specials. 9 Britain provided Protestants with the military apparatus to 

enforce its privileged position. From the beginning Britain did not view peace 

in Ulster as a collective effort. Instead, Britain wishing to maintain its 

sovereignty, demanded that peace be a winner/loser affair. By arming the
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Protestants, Britain attempted to force Catholic capitulation and secure 
* Protestant victory.

Through partition Britain favored notions of negative peace by imposing 

its will upon the Catholic majority. The partition of Ireland defied the mass 

of the Irish peoples' desire for unity. 10 The majority, those who sought unity, 

have become a minority as a result. Jack Holland explains that partition 

created an artificial Protestant majority:

The Unionists, who constituted a minority, were allowed 
to carve for themselves an area in which they could hold 
out against the tide of nationalism with a comfortable 
majority. Thus a minority of the Irish people were 
accorded the power to divide an Irish nation.11

But as the events of 1969 suggest, peace by way of military might did not 

create an enduring peace. Instead of bringing peace, partition created a prop 

upon which sectarian hatreds could grow. By applying military solutions to a 

political problem, grievances were ignored and the conflict was allowed to 

spiral. Catholics, left in a position of little political hope, were more than 

willing to retaliate with violence.

Protestants, as a scared minority, were quick to follow the path of 

negative peace. Perceiving the Catholics as the Trojan Horse of the real 

majority of Ireland, Protestants placed their emphasis upon coercion to 

maintain their privileged position.12 Through force and discrimination, they 

have tried to keep the Catholics at bay in hopes of maintaining their artificial 

privilege. Protestants failed to realize that peace through fear and coercion 

was vulnerable to the test of time. It would only be a matter of time before 

Catholics retaliated and demanded redress.
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Cooperative solutions were not actively sought because compromise would 

most certainly involve concessions of power. Also Protestants, in having the 

upper hand, found little reason to give into Catholic demands. Instead, through 

the use of force, Protestants tried to monopolize as much control as possible 

over the Catholic "minority" in Northern Ireland.

Britain did little to alleviate the problem because they were part of the 

problem. While openly condemning nationalist violence, Britain has turned a 

blind eye to Protestant violence. Britain has tried everything in her power to 

stamp out nationalist violence, yet tacitly condones UDA violence. Although 

Britain introduced troops as an impartial gesture to quell the violence in 

1969, troops did not remain partial for long. Quick to blame Catholics for the 

troubles, the Army began to make extensive searches into Catholic 

neighborhoods for IRA arms, while ignoring the threat from Protestant 

paramilitary groups.13

The mere imposition of British troops suggested that Northern Ireland's 

problems would be sorted out through violence and not political solutions. 

Indeed, the existence of British troops has been a continuing cause for 

violence. Malvern Lumsden suggests that the growth of paramilitary activity 

occurred after the arrival of British forces, not before.14 This fact alone 

should be enough indication that violence only begets more violence. Lumsden 

continues to suggest that the imposition of troops created a climate conducive 

to violence. The sight of British troops in combat gear and assault rifles 

fanning the streets sends a clear signal to terrorists that violence is a 

legitimate means to an end.15 Tactics of intimidation have taken ascendancy 

over cooperative efforts.
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The pinnacle of British intimidation tactics was achieved in August of
$

1971. At 4:30 in the morning of August 9, 1971, internment went into 

operation. Over three hundred fifty Catholic men were dragged out of their 

beds and taken to holding centers, where they were held without trial. Within 

six months 2,357 were arrested, of which 1600 were released.16

The purpose of internment was to break the back of Irish nationalism, 

most notably the IRA. British officials were determined to stop the IRA at all 

costs. To the chagrin of British policy makers, internment backfired. With the 

introduction of torture techniques, such as sensory deprivation, the streets of 

Belfast rocked with unprecedented violence. Internment unleashed the IRA. In 

the month of August there were over 100 explosions and thirty-five violent 

deaths. The month before there were only four deaths. During the period after 

internment and until the end of 1972, violence reached the highest level ever. 

One hundred thirty nine soldiers were killed in those eighteen months.17 The 

escalation of violence in 1971 lends credence to Hocker and Wilmot's claim 

(Chapter 1), that threats and coercion lie at the heart of conflict spirals.

Catholics had reason to be infuriated, for British security forces 

conducted internment with an almost total disregard for human rights and 

human dignity. The extent of British repression is adequately explained by the 

example of Joe Clark, aged nineteen. Detainees, at least in the case of Joe 

Clark, were literally beaten senseless, and subjected to interrogation in a 

state of total mental exhaustion. Joe Clark explains how detainees were 

"softened up" before interrogation:

As I was against the wall this time I was given a 
beating: kicked about the legs, a knee was stuck in 
the base of my spine, and the hood was jerked back 
tight on my face, hurting my neck. I collapsed at the
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end of this beating. ...18

Coupled with the physical fatigue from beatings, detainees were forced to

stand for days, without sleep:

I can not possibly estimate for what duration I was 
against the wall and underwent the collapsing 
experiences and physical torture against this wall, but I 
would estimate that it was at least two full days and 
nights. During all this time no sleep was permitted. At 
the end of these periods I must say that I was 
extremely fatigued both physically and mentally. I 
was certainly verging on complete mental exhaustion, 
suffering delusions which were of nightmarish 
nature. '9

Realizing the drawbacks of internment, Britain eased its policies of 

repression, to search for alternative methods of dealing with the Catholic 

nationalists. In the wake of heightened violence internment, was abandoned 

and Britain opted instead to implement the Northern Ireland (Emergency 

Provisions) Act in August 1973. The act extended RUC and British Army 

powers and set aside standard provisions of the law. The act relaxed the rules 

of evidence, abolished jury trials, and provided the police with extensive 

powers to detain for questioning. 20 The act gave England license to curb 

fundamental legal rights. Britain was now in a position to dispose of 

nationalist opponents through the more palatable means of the courts.

Although "legal means" were considered an improvement, the new 

Emergency Provisions Act placed the legitimacy of Northern Ireland courts in 

serious jeopardy. Simply put, the new legislation made convictions too easy. 

The Sunday Times of London published figures in 1977 that showed that over 

ninety per cent of those tried in Northern Ireland were convicted. Even more
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alarming is the fact that over eighty per cent were convicted on the basis of 

arrests alone. 21

The distressingly high conviction rate was probably due in large part by 

the repressive tactics used in obtaining convictions. Amnesty International in 

1977, and a British Committee in 1978, found that brutality was used 

regularly to obtain confessions which in turn led to convictions. 22 Despite 

public admonishment, British policies of repression continued. In the ten 

months between January 1 and October 30,1980, three thousand eight hundred 

sixty eight people were arrested under the Emergency Provisions Act and 

detained for four hours or more. 23 Despite this major infringement in the 

private lives of Catholics, only in 11% of the cases did British authorities 

bother to issue charges. 24

In the long run coercion does not stem the tide of violence, but rather 

reinforces the idea that force is a legitimate option. The repercussions of 

British coercion provide validity to this claim. Initially, Britain's persistent 

use of repression provided moral authority to the terrorists in Northern 

Ireland. It is difficult for England to condemn terrorists when its own 

policies are unjust. Mainly through the use of internment without trial,

England fanned the flames of IRA terror. Internment by 1972 had crystallized 

tacit support for the Provisional IRA. 25 The oppression of basic human rights, 

instead of stifling Catholic resistance, had fueled the arguments of the IRA 

for an independent Ireland. Oppression had the effect of turning Catholics 

away from Britain and into the arms of the IRA.

Internment and the Emergency Provisions Act did not constitute the 

actions of an impartial arbitrator, but rather an attempt by the British to
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indiscriminately stamp out Catholic intransigence. The use of internment was 

geared solely towards Catholics. Protestants were not interned. Catholics 

were outraged not only by the use of internment, but by the fact that it was 

used indiscriminately against people who were not connected with 

terrorism.26 Oppression was not merely a security measure, but rather it was 

an intimidation device used to try to coerce Catholics into submission.

Catholics were resilient though and instead of giving in they retaliated with a 

vengeance. An independent Ireland, in which Catholics as a majority, would 

not have to tolerate the repressive whims of British authorities, gradually 

began to make more sense to Catholics. Instead of undermining IRA strength, 

British intimidation caused the ranks of the IRA to swell. 27

The use of repression indicated that issues would be sorted out through 

violence and not through standards of democratic cooperation. Solutions to 

the problems in Northern Ireland were placed in the hands of the terrorists, 

not civil governments.

The IRA's Response

The consequence has been the extraordinary growth of paramilitary 

organizations, especially the IRA. After all, the Provisional IRA was slow to 

develop. Three years before the civil rights movement, the IRA did not exist. 

The entire Irish Republican movement in the north consisted of a few hundred 

agitators in the civil rights campaign. The entire arsenal of the IRA in Belfast 

consisted of twenty two guns of various makes and models. 28

Unfortunately, repression targeted against Catholics allowed enough room
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for policies of terror to succeed. As long as the security forces and the courts 

were deemed anti-catholic, the IRA would have a base of support from 

Catholic nationals. 29 Britain's policy of oppression simply allowed the IRA to 

simplify the conflict to an "us" versus "them" situation. The IRA, by fueling 

misperceptions that sole blame for the "troubles" rested upon English 

shoulders, cemented support in Catholic districts. To gain further support,

IRA members encouraged British repression by fermenting the proper levels of 

violence. Violence was used to encourage further British repression, which 

acted as a catalyst for further IRA support and strength. Consequently a cycle 

of violence developed. Terrorist attacks triggered repressive responses by the 

British, which in turn, fueled support for the IRA and their demands for a 

united Ireland. As long as the IRA was not perceived as more repressive than 

the state, the IRA could gradually gain control over Catholic districts. 30

The IRA has effectively used force as a method to gain much needed 

pockets of tacit Catholic support. In the absence of any political hope for 

Catholics, extremism and violence have gained credence. 31 Indeed, the British 

response to the "troubles" has only brought frustration to the political hopes 

of Catholics. By internment, detention without trial, and widespread police 

searches, Britain has indicated that the "troubles" are first and foremost, a 

security problem and not a political problem. Instead of hope for equitable 

housing and employment, direct British rule has meant the loss of fundamental 

freedoms. In light of this situation, the Irish Republican Movement has been 

able to label itself as the savior of the Irish Catholic. The IRA, along with 

their political wing Sinn Fein, have been able to garner support from Catholic 

frustrations. What many Catholics in Northern Ireland fail to realize is that
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the IRA has been a major contributor to Catholic discontent. By fueling

misperceptions and half truths, the IRA has garnered enough support to

maintain its operations. Yet if the truth were realized, it is doubtful that IRA

violence would continue at the rate that it does. John Hume explains:

The military wing bombs factories and the political 
wing shouts about unemployment. The military wing 
shoots a teacher in a classroom, the political wing 
lectures to us about [an] education. The military wing 
carries out attacks on hospitals, the political wing 
talks about Health Service. The political wing 
complains about a $6 million cut in the budget of the 
housing executive in Northern Ireland, and its military 
wing blows up $2 million worth of public housing. 32

In essence, the IRA's campaign of terror fails to resolve the differences 

between Catholics and Protestants. Instead, the IRA has tried to muster 

Catholic support by creating artificial divisions between the Protestants and 

Catholics, creating conditions of discontent. Catholics, unwilling to see past 

their differences, have been more than willing to place sole blame for their 

problems elsewhere. IRA policies, by igniting Catholic tensions, have been an 

affront to efforts of cooperation and positive peace.

The political wing of the IRA, Sinn Fein has been able to disassociate 

itself from the violence and extremism to gain significant political support. 

Members of Sinn Fein are not to be considered criminal thugs and psychopaths 

as the British would label them,-for Sinn Fein has established for itself a 

bedrock of Catholic support. Sinn Fein has commanded between 35% and 42.6% 

of the nationalist vote in elections from 1982 to 1986. 33

Likewise, the IRA has garnered a degree of legitimacy and respect for 

their intense devotion for their cause.34 Even the IRA's critics may be willing

e
32



to concede this point. The IRA has been willing to accept almost any sacrifice, 

even death, in order to accomplish their goal of a united Ireland. In the words 

of one IRA member: "We can't give up now and admit that the men and women 

we sent to their graves died for nothing. The struggle must continue until 

victory is achieved, and we are determined to do that." He added," There will 

be many more funerals." 35 According to Jack Holland, "the IRA by espousing 

the cult of the martyr has helped to create a society in which the living are 

consoled by the dead, and death becomes the motivation for more death."36 

In light of the open willingness of the IRA to accept death, tactics of 

intimidation and coercion make little sense. British attacks upon the IRA 

simply provide the momentum for the Republican Movement, giving added 

rationale for further bloodshed. There are simply no gains to negative peace, 

only losses, since IRA forces are not about to acquiesce.

Yet at the same time, the IRA's support is not widespread enough to force 

English or Protestant submission. The barbarism and extremism of the IRA 

limit the guerrilla's level of support. The respect attributed to the IRA 

because of its devotion has its limits. At times the IRA has overstepped the 

bounds of legitimacy in that violence has reached too high of a pitch for 

Catholics to readily accept. The most notable example is the economic 

warfare policy of the IRA during the 1970's. During this campaign, the IRA 

attacked shopping centers, business and government buildings, and power 

installations. Often times, the victims of the urban violence were not British 

soldiers or Protestants, but rather innocent civilians. 37 Victims were no 

longer targeted. Instead, killings were indiscriminate, sporadic, and the 

victims most likely innocent civilians. Ordinary Catholics found it difficult to
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justify such tactics, especially given the fact that they could be possible 

victims.

Although the IRA may continue to have some political success, it is highly 

unlikely that its policies will lead to a united Ireland. The IRA has neither the 

strength nor the support to oust the British or to successfully intimidate the 

Protestant Unionist majority. 38 The Protestants are too steadfast in their 

opposition to a united Ireland. Unionist leader Ian Paisley is probably the most 

vocal in his opposition to a united Ireland. He exclaims:

There are simply no circumstances in which the people of 
Northern Ireland will either accept or acquiesce in any 
involvement by the Republic in the Affairs of their 
province... All unionists set their faces absolutely 
against any attempt, covert or otherwise, to take us down 
the road to a united Ireland. 39

Protestants have reason to be intransigent in their opposition to a united 

Ireland, for Protestants have a clear majority as long as Ireland is partitioned, 

yet would be a hopeless, downgraded minority, should it be united. Force has 

merely created a no win situation in which the number of deaths accumulate 

and the prospects for cooperation and concession dwindle.

The Protestant Counter Response

Like the IRA, Protestant paramilitary groups are not likely to acquiesce. 

Misperception and destruction have not contained the violence, but rather 

forced tensions and violence to escalate. In response to IRA demands for a 

united Ireland, Protestant paramilitary groups countered IRA violence with 

violence of their own. The Protestant counterrevolution expressed itself in
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various paramilitary groups, most notably the Ulster Defense Association and 

the Ulster Freedom Fighters. The Protestant paramilitary organizations helped 

raise the violence a peg, by countering IRA violence in a tit for tat manner, 

trying to match or supersede IRA violence. 40 As the sectarian paramilitary 

groups began to compete, violence quickly escalated with Protestants trying 

to outdo Catholic violence and visa versa. As the IRA guerrillas have attacked 

the forces of the state, loyalists have replied by striking at those who they 

believe support them- the ordinary Catholics. They automatically assume that 

Catholics are by nature disloyal. 41 As already mentioned in Chapter One, this 

is a faulty perception. Catholic support for a united Ireland is not as intense 

and monolithic as Protestant paramilitary group would like to believe. The 

views of ordinary Catholics cannot be lumped together with the views of IRA 

forces.

Despite the inaccuracy of this perception, the view that all Catholics are 

the enemy of the state, has been the UDA's rationale for a massive campaign 

of sectarian assassination. Between 1972 and 1977 the UDA murdered 

approximately four hundred people and has seriously injured thousands more 42 

Protestant militant groups have relied extensively upon a campaign of 

intimidation, in hopes of exterminating Catholic resistance. In Belfast alone, 

approximately sixty thousand people have been forced to leave their homes 

because of the UDA's campaign of terror. The intent of Protestant groups has 

been to strike terror into IRA supporters through the sporadic assassination of 

Catholics. 43

Assassination instead of forcing Catholics to surrender, has numbed 

Northern Irish society. The men and women of Ulster, after many years of
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turmoil, have quietly acquiesced to the violence. 44 Seeing no end to the 

violence, citizens are afraid to lash out, hoping that the violence will 

somehow pass over them. Most likely the blood sacrifice will continue. It has 

been too long a sacrifice, for intimidation to magically end the troubles.

Peace is unlikely to emerge from 100 more deaths or 20 more explosions. As 

long as the grievances remain, the "troubles" will continue. The campaign of 

violence, the deaths and the sacrifice have occurred far too long for the IRA to 

fade away. The cycle of violence will continue as long as paramilitary groups 

follow the path of the bullet.

It is also doubtful that Protestant violence will magically disappear. The 

state in Northern Ireland has done little to check the violence of the Ulster 

Defense Association. Of all the paramilitary organizations involved in the 

troubles, the UDA has been affected the least by security forces. The Special 

Powers Act has never been applied to the UDA and Protestant paramilitary 

groups have remained unscathed by internment. Additionally, the Secretary of 

State in Northern Ireland has never declared the UDA an unlawful 

organization.45 Britain would rather place all of the blame on the IRA despite 

the fact that the UDA has killed more civilians in Northern Ireland than any 

other terrorist group. 46 Britain has granted the UDA license to unequivocally 

use force and violence with impunity.

As the history of the troubles indicate, negative notions of peace have 

failed. Believing that one side will win and the other side will lose; the 

English, the Protestants, and the Catholics have assumed that their separate 

interests outweigh their shared interest. The cycle of violence, fed by 

misperceptions, frustrations and destruction, has become self perpetuating.
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In an attempt to serve sectarian interests, all parties to the conflict have 

lost. Every day the violence continues, more lives are lost, and the political 

woes that haunt Northern Ireland remain.
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CHAPTER FOUR

ELEMENTS OF POSITIVE PEACE

Fortunately, in the midst of the turbulence, there have been intermittent 

periods or reconciliation and attempts at cooperative peace. Unfortunately, 

though, these periods of cooperation have been all too brief and not enough to 

overcome the prevalence of violence. Extremists have snuffed out the best 

efforts of moderates to usher in peace.

Power Sharing

One of the most innovative attempts at peace, though short-lived was the 

creation of a power sharing executive in January of 1974. Moderate Unionists 

and members of Social Democratic Labour Party (SDLP) attempted to lay aside 

their differences and form a coalition cabinet of both Protestants and 

Catholics.1 The power sharing executive was the first effort at cooperation 

and a move away from the tendency toward violence.

Despite the merits of the initiative, hardline Protestants were unwilling 

to share power with Catholics. Four months after the new powersharing 

executive took office, hardline Protestants, led by Ian Paisley, staged a 

massive general strike that paralyzed the government and brought it to its 

knees. By May of 1974, the new government was forced to succumb to 

Protestant pressure and direct rule from London was reinstituted. 2 

Politicians were not yet committed enough to cooperation to withstand the
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threats of extremists.

Hardline Protestants were unwilling to give the power sharing executive a 

chance to succeed. Protestants believed that power sharing conceded too 

much; Catholics on the other hand could accept nothing less. 3 The power 

sharing executive, instituted by government officials, failed to gain enough 

grassroots support from Protestants. Despite the cooperative nature of the 

power sharing agreement, government officials merely dictated the measure 

upon the people of Ulster. There was no consensus of support for the measure.

The valuable lesson to be learned from the power sharing initiative, is 

that peace must be a process, in which all participants negotiate to resolve 

their differences, to bring about an enduring peace. Peace is not a thing, or an 

object that can be imposed from the outside, but rather an internal process 

demanding cooperation. Advocates of positive peace must adequately work to 

gain commitment to the process of negotiation, if cooperation is to sustain 

external threats.

The Peace People's Movement

Where power sharing failed, the Peace Peoples Movement of 1976 

succeeded. The origins of the movement were simple and spontaneous. In 

August 1976, the driver of a car-was shot by British security forces and 

running out of control, the car killed three small children and injured their 

mother. The incident, illustrating the indiscriminate consequences of urban 

guerrilla warfare, provided the spark necessary for the peace movement. 4

In the weeks following the incident, Betty Williams and Mairead Corrigan,
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leaders of the movement, orchestrated peace marches that brought tens of 

thousands of people onto the streets of Northern Ireland to demand an end to 

the violence. 5 Almost overnight, Northern Irelanders, both Catholic and 

Protestant, were demanding that the killings stop. Unlike the power sharing 

executive, the Peace Peoples Movement had grassroots support.

The movement itself was initially built around an emotional response and 

secondly a pragmatic response to the symptoms of the troubles. Emotionally, 

the movement placed its faith in the desire to call for an end to the senseless 

killing of civilians. 6 Women within the movement simply wanted to protect 

their families from further violence. The violence simply could not be allowed 

to continue.

Pragmatically, the movement tried to provide a program to resolve the 

real grievances of Catholics and Protestants. Their pragmatic response 

consisted mainly of loans to small commercial enterprises in order to promote 

jobs and aid to housing associations. 7 Unfortunately, specific plans to deal 

with the crisis were long in forthcoming.

Despite widespread international support for the movement, including the 

awarding of the Nobel Peace Prize to Betty Williams and Mairead Corrigan, the 

movement failed to firmly take root in Northern Ireland. Most notable among 

the reasons for the movement's failure was a lack of direction for the 

movement At first the movement, despite grandiose ideals, attempted to stay 

out of the political scene. Instead, the movement emphasized a human 

response to the violence by simply demanding peace. The movement did not 

bring with it any ready made solutions. The Peace Peoples Movement simply 

demanded a collective effort and above all a personal effort to stop the
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senseless killings. 8

Once the movement did get organized, its plans for peace were not 

exceedingly clear. Peace was such a monumental task that the Peace People 

tried to do too much. 9 The Peace People tried to tackle the housing problem, 

tried to promote jobs, tried to improve the status of prisoners and tried to 

dispel sectarian hatreds. The Peace People could not accomplish everything 

they set out to do quickly enough to satisfy most of the Irish people. Instead, 

the peace movement was torn apart at the seams, by trying to fulfill its broad 

agenda. In essence, the peace movement by trying to accomplish everything, 

lacked focus.

In many ways the Northern Irish were not ready for the plans of the Peace 

People. They wanted peace, almost an immediate peace- a "natural" peace 

without problems and without sacrifice. There was no realization that peace 

could be a slow arduous process, with no quick, easy solutions.10 Ira 

Sandperl, though optimistic toward the Peace People, adequately understands 

the complexities and extent of the troubles. After seven weeks in Northern 

Ireland in 1977, Mr. Sandperl gave his impressions:

Betty and Mairead have created an atmosphere here in 
which one can oppose violence and wants to oppose 
it.... To my knowledge, it is one of the most 
promising peace movements... .It is a fantastic task, 
enormous, [one! that is going to take fifty or two 
hundred years. '1

Even the founders of the movement did not expect immediate success. The 

leaders of the movement did not expect the violence to simply evaporate. 

Instead, Betty Williams was careful to emphasize, "Things are going to get 

worse."12
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Mrs. Williams was right. Paramilitary groups and hardliners did not 

accept the peace movement with open arms. Unionist leaders were unwilling 

to dispel of their notions of negative peace. Instead, Unionists leaders held 

that the IRA must be exterminated militarily. The main proponent of this view 

was the Reverend Ian Paisley, who exclaimed:

In every war, one is against the enemy, for the 
enemy, or neutral. What worries me about the peace 
movement is that it has declared itself neutral and 
said that it will not be compelled to support the forces of 
order. The IRA must be beat militarily. Marching is 
not enough. If they want the IRA to leave, the 
leaders of the peace movement must ask their 
supporters not to hide behind their consciences, but to 
denounce the IRA.... 13

The Protestants could not accept the need for neutrality, but rather tried to 

force the Peace Movement to take sides.

The IRA response to the peace movement was no better. The peace 

movement posed a direct threat to the extremism of the IRA. Moderate 

solutions and ideals competed directly with the IRA's policies of intimidation. 

As a consequence IRA members tried to deemphasize the strength of the 

movement, claiming it to be mainly a middle class movement. In a telephone 

interview in 1977, at least one Sinn Fein spokesman labeled the peace 

movement a "non entity" with little public support except in the middle class 

"fur-coat brigade."14

Gradually, after a time, the peace movement became obsolescent. The 

charismatic energy and the emotional outcry was not enough to sustain the 

movement. Unable to keep pace with heightened expectations the movement 

withered away and was overtaken by the tendency toward violence.

The peace movement could have been an excellent opportunity for
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Catholics and Protestants to gain mutual benefits. Unfortunately, the "peace 

People's" vision of positive peace was not given the opportunity to foster true 

lasting peace. The process of cooperative peace may be a long drawn out 

process. The Northern Irish must be patient for a cure to the "troubles." When 

the divisions are as deep as they are in Northern Ireland, it is doubtful that 

grievances will be solved overnight. The Peace Movement was more 

spontaneous than enduring.

The Anglo-Irish Accord

The most recent in a series of events to end the intercommunal violence is 

the Anglo-Irish Accord. The agreement between the Republic of Ireland and 

England provides a three prong solution to the troubles.

First, the accord affirms the principle that majority consent is required 

for any change in Northern Ireland's status. It also recognizes that the present 

wish of the majority is for no change.15 This is a major concession by the 

Republic of Ireland because it currently evaluates the problem with the 

acceptance of partition of Ireland as a reality. Leaders in the Republic of 

Ireland retreated from the old arguments that Catholics in a united Ireland 

have the real majority. This represents a vital first step onto the road to 

cooperation. At least, Ireland has tried to see past the differences, to seek a 

climate of solidarity and integration.

As a consequence of this compromise, the second provision of the 

agreement grants the Republic of Ireland a say in the affairs of Northern 

Ireland.16 In some respects, this represents an admission by the British that
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they alone can not impose order in Northern Ireland. The agreement represents 

a tacit recognition for the need to cooperate and seek political solutions to 

the problem.

Lastly, the agreement marks a move away from past British policies of 

imperialism. Instead of British direct rule, the agreement embraces 

devolution as the framework for a political solution.17 The agreement slowly 

transfers power from British to local authorities.

Despite the significant inroads to peace, Northern Ireland remains divided 

over the accord. Unionist leaders were quick to denounce the accord as a 

betrayal by the British government.18 Viewing the Northern Ireland problem 

as entirely a "British matter," Unionists have condemned the treaty because it 

gives the Republic of Ireland a say in matters which they feel are none of their 

business.19

Perhaps the greatest flaw in the accord was the fact that the Unionists 

were completely excluded from the negotiations leading up to the accord. 

England and Ireland tried to evade Unionist opposition and failed to come to 

grips with grievances of Protestants. 20 Unionists, though, could not be 

silenced. The Reverend Ian Paisley, as always, vocalized his objections loud 

and clear. In the aftermath of the agreement, he forewarned that the 

agreement would be "too horrible to contemplate" and warned the Dublin 

government that "the total wrath of the Unionist population will fall upon your 

heads." 21

Despite threats by Unionist leaders, the Accord has achieved general 

support and limited success. The agreement has received unprecedented 

support among both Catholic nationals and the international community.
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Attitudes toward the Accord among moderates is upbeat and promising. 22 

John Hume concludes that the Anglo-Irish Accord is a promising step toward 

cooperation. He states:

So far interest in keeping the Anglo-Irish cooperation 
going has proven stronger than pressure in the Irish 
Republic, Northern Ireland, or Britain to end it. .. . The 
agreement is a major achievement in democratic, 
nonviolent politics. It is a significant step forward on 
the road to lasting peace and stability. 23

Now more than ever is the time to seek cooperative solutions. Now that the 

majority of Northern Ireland wishes to emphasize their shared interests, 

political solutions must be given a realistic chance to succeed. It is time to 

put away the guns of force, in the realization that Catholics and Protestants 

must work together to find mutual benefits in a mutual peace. Cooperation, 

not bloodshed, is the proper route to peace.
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CHAPTER FIVE 

CONCLUSION

Although the Accord poses a renewed interest in cooperative efforts, 

violence and terrorism continue to be the order of the day. The death toll 

continues to accumulate and the long sacrifice continues. In light of the 

continuing troubles, difficult questions concerning the proper path to peace 

persist. The history of the "troubles" suggests two paths to peace. In between 

periods of negative peace, brief moments of cooperation have provided an 

alternative path to peace. But even these cooperative efforts have been limited 

in their success.

It would be idealistic and naive to suggest that there are any easy 

solutions to the troubles in Northern Ireland. The intractable war of attrition 

will probably continue for many years to come. It is evident that the 

predominance of negative peace has not brought any lasting peace. After all, 

the peace imposed by the Protestants since partition, has divided Ulster in the 

long run. If history is any indication, real security will only emerge from 

mutual trust, not mutual fear: "We know that when we are dealing with a 

human conflict, whether in a divided community, a divided country, or a 

divided globe, that it is the building of mutual trust and not mutual fear that 

will solve the problem of the conflict."1 Unfortunately, with wounds as deep 

as they are between Catholics and Protestants, the creation of mutual trust 

will be a long protracted process. A solution to peace will not appear out of 

the blue. There is no instant recipe to peace, but rather peace is a process 

that Catholics and Protestants must actively prepare for. Instead of preparing
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for continued violence, Catholics and Protestants must positively prepare for 

peace. In essence, both sides should follow the advice of William Graham 

Sumner, who wrote in 1903: "A wiser rule would be to make up your mind on 

what you want, peace or war, and then get ready for what you want; for what 

is prepared for is what we shall get." 2 In other words, if we prepare for war, 

we will get war and if we prepare for peace, we shall get peace.

Secondly, peace is a process in which all must participate. Only if all 

parties are involved in a process of reconciliation and negotiation, will there 

be a real sense of commitment to peace. 3 As is evident by the imposition of 

the power sharing executive in 1974, ready made solutions can not be imposed 

from the outside. Instead, all the participants in a dispute must work together 

to solve their differences. Peace is not a historical accident, but rather a 

process actively pursued.

Although the prospects of peace may be long in forthcoming, in a divided 

society such as Northern Ireland's, peace by pistol will never bring true peace.

It is difficult to trust your enemy and dodge bullets at the same time.

Violence can never heal the deep wounds that divide a people. 4 Violence 

merely fuels antagonisms, creating a situation in which no side wins. Richard 

Rose explains that if Northern Ireland continues down the path of violence, all 

parties concerned will lose: "We will only know that the troubles have once 

again ended because of the palpable, even brutal evidence that someone has 

lost.... There does indeed seem no resolution to the conflict, only lesser 

losers...."5

Additionally, negative sanctions toward peace do little to solve 

grievances at the heart of the conflict. Perhaps the most poignant example of-
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this is Britain's attempt to deal with the troubles as a security issue. In 

resorting to repressive responses, Britain ignited support for the IRA. Given 

the IRA's acceptance of the role of martyr, violent responses are unlikely to 

intimidate the terrorists. As long as the grievances remain, the IRA will have 

a rationale for existence. Security measures will not alleviate the troubles in 

the long run. - For every IRA member that goes to jail, another will take his or 

her place, as long as the political problems persist. 6 Only political solutions 

that get at the root of the troubles can have any hopes of success.

For twenty years military solutions have failed, and even today Protestant 

and Catholic-paramilitary groups have no hope of exterminating the other. 

Continued violence will only bring more bloodshed. It is time to end the 

military deadlock, and begin the process of negotiated peace. For too long, the 

British and paramilitary groups have assumed that the cancer in Ulster can be 

solved by necessity- that the violence will somehow force capitulation by the 

other side. This is clearly wishful thinking. No cure for cancer has emerged 

out of necessity and likewise there is no reason to believe that the cancerous 

tumor in Northern Ireland will be solved by necessity. If anything solutions 

based on threat and force have caused the cancer to spread. The violence in 

Northern Ireland has descended to a level of savagery that seems to leave the 

entire society dehumanized. 7 Violence has continued to feed violence, with 

violence becoming the justification for more violence. Instead of giving in to 

the cancer, individuals must cooperate together to heal the wounds that 

divide Northern Ireland. If there is to be any hope for a healed society, 

Protestants and Catholics must be willing to cooperate in the search for a 

cure.
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Although no solution to the "troubles" is readily apparent, specific 

guidelines for seeking cooperative peace is evident. First, parties to a dispute 

must not expect benefits to peace to emerge overnight. Parties must not 

expect large gains immediately. Morton Deutsch suggests that stable peace 

will only emerge slowly as the consequence of "repeated and varied 

opportunities for mutually beneficial interactions." 8 Robert Jervis confirms 

this point by maintaining that cooperation will occur in a "tit" for a "tat" 

fashion. 8 Secondly, cooperation must be mutual. Concessions can not be one 

sided. In other words, negotiations must involve bargaining. Terrence G. 

Carroll suggests that the process of mutual veto is likely to encourage 

bargaining. By allowing parties to a dispute to have a veto over measures 

which they feel are not in their interests, measures which are mutually 

advantageous to both parties are encouraged. Mutual veto induces parties to 

avoid introducing measures that are likely to be partisan and one sided. 10

Additionally, win/lose dichotomies are avoided, since agreements are not 

designed in such a way that one side wins and the other side loses. Mutual 

veto forces the initiator of a policy to tailor a measure so that mutual 

interests are served. If the negotiator fails to do so, the measure will not be 

accepted and his interests are not served at all. 11 Unfortunately, a measure 

such as this, in which mutual interests can be served, has yet to reach 

Northern Ireland.

Despite the slow, thorny path that positive peace has followed in Northern 

Ireland, hope still remains. Behind the rubble of the streets of Belfast, peace 

may still find its way to Northern Ireland. The Anglo-Irish Accord provides

*
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some hope. Many quarters of the population seem ready for peace. The mere

fact that England and Ireland have agreed to dialogue offers a welcome

alternative to the bullet. Catholics have also supported the Accord. Now

Britain and Ireland, only need to convince the Unionists of the benefits of

peace. Although negotiations with the Unionists may fail, Britain and Ireland

should commit themselves to the process. At least if Protestants are talking,

maybe they will refrain from shooting. The Accord suggests that the gun does

not have to play the major role in politics. Cooperation can provide a viable

alternative to peace. In fact cooperation may be the only route to peace:

[fn Northern Ireland] we have a choice. We can live 
together or we can live apart. We have lived apart for 
too long and have seen the bitter consequences. Or we 
can live together, with all the painful readjustments 
this will require. It is the only road to peace and 
stability. Whatever happens, we will be sharing the 
same piece of earth for a long, long time.12"

Although positive peace may be the only route to peace, a stable peace in 

Northern Ireland may be long in forthcoming. The resolution of intense and 

longstanding conflicts is a process to be measured in generation, not days, 

months, or even years.13 Despite this fact, positive peace provides the best 

opportunity for peace, for guns can never solve the true grievances at the 

heart of the "troubles." As long as real grievances remain, the "troubles" will 

continue to divide Northern Ireland. With the current conditions of stalemate 

in Northern Ireland, neither side has anything to gain from the continued use of 

force, except further misery. Instead, as long as Protestants and Catholics 

share Ulster they will have to cooperate to work together for a peace in 

Northern Ireland that is mutually advantageous.

55



END NOTES

1 Hume, 2d

2 C. Maxwell Stanley, "Planning for Peace and Preparing for War." 
World Politics. (June 1982),112.

3 Hume, 2d.

4 Ibid.

5 Bell- 318

8 Holland* 171.

7 Hume> 338-

8 Jamgotch, 36.

3 Jervis, 67.

13 Carroll, 462.

11 Ibid.

12 Hume, 2d.

13 Carroll, 451.

1

56



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Adams, Gerry. The Politics of Irish Freedom. Wolfeboro, New York: Brandon 
Book Publishers, 1986.

Arthur, Paul. Government and Politics in Northern Ireland. New York: Longman 
Group Limited, 1984.

Bach, G. R. and P. Wyden. Creative Aggression New York: Avon Books, 1972. 
Baldy, Tom F. Battle for Ulster: A Study of Internal Security. Washington, 
D.C.: National Defense University Press, 1987.

Beatty, Jack. "The Troubles Today." New Republic 183 (15 November 1980): 
17-21.

Bell, Bowyer J. The Guns in Politics: An Analysis of Irish J?.Q.Ijtical-ConfligL 
1916-1986. New Brunswick, New York: Transaction Books, 1987.

Borders, William. "Leaders of Britain and Ireland to Form Panel on Closer Ties." 
New York Times (7 March 1981): 1.

Boyd, Andrew. Northern Ireland: Who is to Blame? Dublin: Mercier Press, 1984.

Carroll, Terrence G. "Regulating Conflicts: The Case of Ulster." Political 
Quarterly (December 1980): 451-463.

Deutsch, M. and R. Krauss. "Studies of Interpersonal Bargaining," Journal of 
Conflict Resolution (1962): 52-76.

Deutsch, Richard. Mairead Corrigan-Betty Williams. Woodbury, New York: 
Barrons Publishing Company, 1977.

Galtung, Johan. On the Meaning of Non-Viloence, New York: Institute for Social 
Research, 1965.

Greer, Herb. "Ulster in the Empty House of the Stare." Commentary (January 
1982): 55-64. '

Folger, J. P. and M. S. Poole. Working Through Conflict: A Communication 
Perspective Glenview, II: Scott, Forsemann and Company, 1982.

Hamilton, Lee (Rep.). "Inching Ahead in Northern Ireland." Christian Science 
Monitor (27 January 1989): 18.

Herd, Roy. "Irish Nobel Winners Said to Lose Impact." New York Times (12 
October 1977): 7.

57



Hocker, J. L. and W. W. Wilmot. Interpersonal Conflict, Dubuque, Iowa: Wm.. C. 
* Brown Publishers, 1985.

Holland, Jack. Too Long a Sacrifice: Life and Death in Northern Ireland Since 
1969. New York: Dodd, Mead and Company, 1982.

____ . "The Men on the Blanket." Commonweal 107 (21 November 1980):
652-654.

Hume, John; "Northern Ireland: Trying to End the Troubles." Washington Times 
(17 March 1986): 1d-2d.

____ . "The Irish Question: A British Problem." Foreign Affairs (Winter
1979/1980): 300-314.

Jervis, Robert. "From Balance to Concert: A Study of International Security 
Cooperation." World Politics (October 1985): 62-77.

Kelly, Tom. "Northern Ireland: Trying to End the Troubles." Washington Times 
(17 March 1986): 1d-2d.

Johansen, Robert W. Toward Nuclear Disarmament and Global Security 
Washington D.C.: Institute for World Order, 1984.

Jomgotch, Nish. "Superpower Cooperation Often Overlooked." Bulletin of the 
Atomic Scientist (January 1986): 36-39.

Lumsden, Malvern. "Peace by Peace? Socioeconomic Structures and the Role of 
the Peace People in Northern Ireland." Current Research on Peace and 
Violence 1 (1978): 41-52.

"Northern Ireland: The French Bring Fairer Work." Economist (7 January 1989):

Pugwash Council. Bulletin of the Atomic Scientist. (November 1986): 44-52.

Schmid, Herman. International Peace Resolution. (June1963): 20-28.

Shannon, William. "The Anglo-Irish Accord." Foreign Affairs (Spring 1986): 
849-872.

Stanley, Maxwell C. "Planning for Peace and Preparing for War." World Politics. 
(June 1982): 110-121.

U.S. Congress, Senate. Committee on Foreign Relations. Some Thoughts on the 
Situation in Northern Ireland. Report prepared by Senator Clairborne Pell,
94 Cong., 2d sess., 1976.

58


