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Abstract

The identification of and with “the people” has iantant effects in political discourse. It

works to legitimise political goals; it construdtsclusion and identity, and it produces
exclusion of those who do not fit the charactessstittached to “the people.” The current
article examines how different concepts of ‘the glebwere constructed by various

political groups in Northern Ireland in the debate internment in the early 1970s.

Internment was introduced in August 1971 in ordecurb the escalating conflict, but

came to increase rather than reduce the level oflico The article discusses how

exclusionary concepts of “the people” worked toevidhe gulf between the groups, and
identifies four main sets of “peoples” constructedhe debate: “the loyal people,” “the

responsible people,” “the moral people” and “theeni people.”
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Introduction

“The people” is one of the trickiest and most dangs of all political phrases. It is
also indispensable. That being so, no occurrendé aight ever to be taken for
granted or allowed to pass without examinationafsgs 2003: 148)

The empirical focal point of this analysis is thebdte on internment in
Northern Ireland from its introduction in August7Quntil it was ended
in December 1975. It is striking how frequently tbencept of “the
people” appeared in the debate. But who were “taple”? To be able
to trace the different meanings attributed to tHisignation, it is

! This question is inspired by the title of Peteir®w and Mark McGovern's
collection on unionism, Protestantism and loyalisnNorthern Ireland. They
also relate “the people” to the establishment gttilmacy stating that “[. . .] ‘the
people’ possess a series of concepts which coestitudiscourse of political
legitimacy” (Shirlow and McGovern 1997: 5).
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necessary to evaluate not only the label “the mgopt such, but its
application in the context of the various statera@mthe debate.

The construction of “the people” will in the follimg be studied as
discursive practises that constitute the objectswbfch they speak
(Foucault 1989: 49). | will pay attention to howetboncept functions in
the formation of identity and political legitimacgnd how “the people”
are produced through processes of “othering” (3il885). It is,
important to stress that these processes are corapteambiguous. The
post-colonial theorist, Homi Bhabha, points outt tee concept of “the
people” has two simultaneous functions: one, awhiésl “object” of a
nationalist pedagogy, giving the discourse an aitthbased on the pre-
given or constituted historical origin or eventgdahe other, as “subject”
of a process of signification that demonstrate finmciple of “the
people” as the continual process by which the natibfe is signified as
a repeating and reproductive process (Bhabha Z®I{): He argues that
the tension between the pedagogical and the peafovenaspect turns
the reference to the people into a problem of kedgé that haunts the
symbolic formation of social authority (Bhabha 20207).

The political theorist Sofia Nasstrom has stresbedimportance of
critically exploring how “the people” are constredt in order to
understand the process of legitimacy formation: Speak ‘in the name
of the people’ is to speak the language of powecah be used for a
variety of purposes” (Nasstrom 2007: 624). Giveis thackground
Nasstrom is critical of many political theoreticicawho have assumed a
“Maginot line” between the legitimacy of the peo@ead democracy,
thus dismissing disagreements on the constitutibrthe people as
external to democracy (Nasstrom 2007: 656). Nasstiaims that this
renders the question of “who legitimately make hp people” into
something unquestionable within political theonystj“a fact of history.”
Against this, she argues that it is important igard the constitution of
the people, not as a finalised historical event,amu“ongoing claim that
we make” (Nasstrom 2007: 645).

Political Context

The political landscape before and during the deleet internment in
Northern Ireland was rapidly changing in the eadyt of the 1970s. On
the unionist side, the Ulster Unionist Party (UléRperienced a growing
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internal division as well as increasing oppositfoom other unionist
parties, in particular by Rev. lan Paisley and bemocratic Unionist
Party (DUP), founded in September 1971. DUP soonatpe an
important force in Northern Irish politics and argistent threat to the
traditional dominance of the UUP. The UUP was alkallenged by a
new right-wing pressure group, Ulster Vanguard, anderal loyalist
paramilitary groups, such as Ulster Volunteer Fqtd¥F), and Ulster
Defence Association (UDA). On the other side of plétical spectrum,
the UUP also lost supporters to a new moderatdilaacl party founded
in April 1970. This party, called the Alliance Rargained support from
a section of liberal Unionists who had left the UldRd from some
former members of the Labour party. The party hofpedraw support
from both Protestants and Catholics.

On the nationalist side, the Social Democratic aatbour Party
(SDLP), founded in August 1970, rapidly became mhast important
political force rapidly surpassing the old Natiasabparty. It presented
itself as a radical, left-of-centre party and wascked by former
supporters of the Nationalist party, as well asdivé rights movement.
The other strand within nationalist politics, thepublican movement,
was in 1970 split on the issue of recognition a Belfast and Dublin
Parliaments. The party Sinn Fein then became twiiepaOfficial Sinn
Fein (for recognition), and Provisional Sinn Feamdinst recognitior).
The Official party had a pronounced Marxist appawhereas the
Provisional party, linked to the Provisional IRAgedominately focused
on the demand for British withdrawal from Northéreland.

An increasing militarisation and polarisation raargllel to ever
more focus on security measures, and the Uniopigtrgment decided
to introduce internment in Northern Ireland on 9gAst 1971. The
decision to use internment was defended as a reggestep in the fight
against the increasing IRA violence, but internmemme under
immediate attack. Nationalist and republican grougps well as the
Northern Ireland Civil Rights Association (NICRAprotested, and an
anti-internment campaign was launched. People weged not to pay
rent and rates, and nationalist representative®idvdtv from local

2 The political activities of the Official Sinn Feiwere in the first half of the
1970s conducted under the label Republican Clubs.
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councils. At the same time, the number of riots tiredlevel of violence
rose to new dimensiors.

Following the suspension of the Northern Irelandregoment in
February 1972, internment was continued by theidBrigovernment,
which operated internment (or detention as it wasamed) until 5
December 1975. Between August 1971 and Decembeb, 19B81
people were interned: 107 loyalists, and 1,874 bkpans. The number
of internees reached its peak in late March 191&nn924 people were
held (rish Times6 December 1975).

In the following, | have chosen to group my findinigto four sets of
“legitimising collectives™: “A loyal people,” “a ponsible people,” “a
moral people” and “a risen people.” However, thenegral pattern was
muddled by complexities which will be discussedimyithe analysis. |
will stress that these groups are my constructi@ssablished on the
basis of overall patterns and tendencies.

A Loyal People
The term “loyal people” appears in the statemehtseweral groups, the
Democratic Unionist Party, Vanguard, and the Istgtiaramilitaries in
particular. These groups disagreed on the issuatefmment with the
DUP being against it from the start, whereas Vargjonzainly supported
it, at least in the first phase. The loyalist palianies became
particularly involved in the debate on internmeftéathe internment of
the first loyalists in February 1973. This led tomediate riots and
loyalists called a one-day general strike with blaeking of the Loyalist
Association of Workers (LAW), the UDA and severdher loyalist
paramilitary groups. What DUP, Vanguard and thelisy groups had in
common is that they identified a collective chaesised by “loyalty” as
a key virtue—a collective which these groups comicated with and
from which they built authority as representatieésthe people.”

The virtue of“loyalty” was highlighted by the frequent use otth
term “loyalist” and “loyal.” Vanguard contended thiawas speaking for
“the vast section of loyalist opinion,” when it aegl against the release

% The trend was to continue: In the two years pdnternment, 66 people were
killed; in the first 17 months of internment, thember had risen almost tenfold
to 610 (Dixon 2001: 118).
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of nationalist interneesNegws Letter10 August 1972). And when
declaring a hunger strike against the internmersioofie of its members,
the UDA explained that it hoped the hunger strikbrave undertaking
would “open the eyes of the loyalistsitigh News14 August 1973).
DUP representatives also regularly appealed toallsts” and “loyal
Protestants” to act in certain matters. For ingalloyalists” were called
to oppose internmentlrish News 21 February 1973),and “loyal
Protestants” were requested to reject violeftratéstant Telegrapi7
February 1973).

The meaning ascribed to the terms “loyalist” araydl” can also be
traced through negative descriptions of “the othtbigse being disloyal.
It was, for example, claimed by Vanguard that therthern Ireland
secretary, William Whitelaw, had gone out of hisywa satisfy the
minority, which had not the welfare of Ulster aahe'as they have gone
on record as saying that their aim is the unifaratof Ireland” News
Letter 10 August 1972). Loyalism was the negation of wagkowards a
unification of Ireland; true loyalism was about eleding Ulster against
such attacks.

“The loyal people” were often portrayed as a parsst people.
Disloyal republican paramilitaries were assistedilev those loyally
abiding the law were humiliated, the Londonderryargth of Ulster
Vanguard claimedNews Letterd8 July 1972). The persecution of “the
loyal people” was not only carried out by the nadilists, but also by the
Northern Ireland secretary and representatives o tJnionist
establishment. The persecution from the represeesaof the state was
regarded as particularly unreasonable, because Idyalists’ only
“crime” was “the protection of Ulster.” This repmgation of
persecution fostered an image of the “loyal pebgdighting a heroic
battle against all odds. lan Paisley vigorouslyctaioned that he was
absolutely confident that “no matter how the enanditUIster rally and
conspire and no matter how many false friends we heho praise us
today and betray us tomorrow; the loyalist peoglélister are going to
win this battle” News Lettel9 February 1972).

Such declarations show that one of the main cheniatits of “the
loyal people” was its bond to Ulster. The term ‘ldlS was regularly

* Ken Gibson, chairman of the Ormeau Democratic bisioParty Association.
Gibson was at the time of the appeal detainedarMthze Prison.



Legitimacy, Identity and Internment in Northernléed 241

employed in DUP statements, and it was to the 8dlpeople” that lan
Paisley first and foremost felt responsibility. degued that the Ulster
people were being made second-class citizens aad DWP’s duty
would be to see that the Ulster people had the acgham become full
citizens (News Letter27 March 1972). Moreover, Paisley spoke of
“Ulster's agony” News Letterl0 August 1972), and alleged that the
Unionist Party had failed in its duty to the peopfeUlster (rish News
27 November 1971).

The bond to Ulster was also underscored by botlgWard and the
UDA. When arguing against the release of republiéaternees,
Vanguard claimed that it would not stand by andvalthe final betrayal
to take place, but was prepared to “lead the Ulsteple to fight against
such a conspiracy’News LetterlO August 1972). In another example,
the UDA made use of the same term when objectingtésnment being
used against loyalists. It was claimed that the egowent used
internment “not only to destroy the structure oé tfRA but also to
silence those who would speak and act in the defefidJister” (rish
Newsl14 August 1973).

The frequent use of the notion of “Ulster” situatéae people” in a
particular geographical territory as well as iniatdrical and cultural
setting. The application of the name “Ulster” wa$ apurse no
coincidence; it had a particular resonance that,iristance, the term
“Northern Ireland” had not. Ulster was the histalimame of the
northernmost province of Ireland and emphasisediitiva and
continuity in contrast to the modern invention didrthern Ireland.” The
concept of Ulster thus denoted a unique identity laistory, as different
from the rest of the islarfdHence, as well as pointing to a geographical
and historical location, the use of the term “Wistalso authorised a
specific reading of the history of partition an@ process of establishing
Northern Ireland—a reading that identified partitiand the founding of
Northern Ireland as the inevitable product of aquei “Ulsterness.” In
other words, the use of the term “Ulster” limitedet legitimising

® In particular the Ulster identity has been chagdsed by the strong perception
of being under siege from a hostile minority insile state and from what was
seen as an aggressive neighbour in the south. fibaist identity has therefore

been linked principally to the narrative of territdity and the image of the

garrison. See: Arthur 2001: 64; Deane 2003: 21;eks0h and Goodman 1998:
11.
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collective—"the people”—to those sharing an alléyato the Northern
Irish state and its history. Thus, on the one hahd, term “Ulster”

activated mechanisms of exclusion to bar natiotsafiem “the people,”

and consequently from having a legitimising potntOn the other
hand, it also activated objects of identificatiadhus linking together
those included as worthy members of the “loyal pe6d@Even though

the Ulster Unionist Party was frequently criticised DUP, Vanguard
and UDA, the Ulster Unionists and their supporteese still regarded as
persons to appeal to and to communicate with. Wene considered to
be a part of “the loyal people,” and hence, inespf the criticism

directed at them, embodied legitimising potential.

In addition to the term “Ulster,” there were otherechanisms
working in the same manner. One of these was theated emphasising
of “Protestantism” as a hallmark of “the loyal p&mp To those
suggesting talks with the IRA, the Reverend WilliaicCrea of the
DUP declared: “Any man who calls himself a Protastand would
attempt to sit at a table with the IRA murderessné Loyalist or true to
the Protestant cause. We must be strofginflay New41 June 1972).
True Protestantism was the same as loyalism, aedksg to the IRA
was a hegation of both. As shown in the quotatit®rotestants”
corresponds to “we,” and such use of plain workle fiwe,” “us” and
“our” intensified the image of “the loyal peoples a united group. This
line of reasoning can also be illustrated by a gtimd from James
Rodgers, a member of the Vanguard executive, whenwthe first
loyalists were interned in February 1973, obsertred: “This will be
looked on as a watershed. It shows that the lalpeisg turned against
us. More and more Protestants are going to be giogeand in the face
of this threat new moves for unity will almost @nly come” The
Times6 February 1973).

Rodgers spoke of the laws being turned against ansl'then in the
following sentence identified “Protestants” as tiext to be picked up by
the security forces. In doing so he identified “@s’ “Protestants.” This
type of discourse not only created an image ofieedriProtestant people,
but pointed to the existence of “they”—"the othenihich in a Northern
Ireland context would read as “Catholics.”

What about those who were not “one of us” who wirey? In
general, “Catholics” and “nationalists” were rarglferred to in the
statements of DUP, Vanguard or UDA. Neither thehGlit people nor
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the nationalist parties were regarded as peop¥astnecessary to appeal
to. The image of “the other” was thus first andefopst an image of

disloyalty: Catholics/nationalists were the enenaitblster because they
conspired to create a united Ireland. They werectimplete negation of

“the loyal people.” In the words of James McCletlasf the DUP:

The Protestant people of Northern Ireland have igtergly demonstrated their

loyalty to the British throne. They have helped amtouraged and supported Her
Majesty’s forces in the execution of their dutiesthie province. [. . .]. The Roman

Catholics have consistently done the opposite. Thaye secretly and openly

encouraged and fomented rebellion against our sa@rerand even in the last few
days a large group of their clerics have launchelibtribe of abuse at the troops.
(Irish Times22 November 1972)

The enemy was in some cases named more specifieallyvhen lan
Paisley hit out against the civil rights movemeétitwill be a day when

the boom of the Civil Rights movement will be smedtiorever” News

Letter 19 February 1972). Yet, in most cases the enensylalzelled in

more general terms, such as Paisley’s descriptiamationalists as the
Irish prime minister’s “cohorts in UlsterNews LetterlO August 1971).
The Republic of Ireland was described by DUP regmigtives as “a
neighbouring hostile republic’Bglfast Telegrapil7 December 1971),
and “a hostile country, sheltering murderer8elfast Telegraph26

February 1973). A Co. Down branch of the DUP weat far as

suggesting that since the IRA and its sympathiseese destroying
Ulster, the government should “deport all Irisheigners, both in Britain
and in Ulster, who were not British citizens or dbyto the British

Crown” (News Lette29 August 1972).

The accounts of the DUP leaders contain few sigremyg nuances
and gradations in the image of Catholics/natiotslli8oth the SDLP
and republican groups were portrayed as part amdepaf the one
enemy. The SDLP leaders were, for instance, brattiedpokespeople
of the IRA (News Lette26 November 1973). It did not matter that the
SDLP condemned the actions of the IRA, McCrea atgumecause

® | have found some exceptions. For example, ongavRaisley stresses that
also Catholics live in fear of the IRArish Times24 February 1972), and
another where William Craig underlines that alsmm@&atholics were against
the IRA (The Timed2 February 1973).
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“although they strenuously deny any connection whth IRA, their goal
and negotiating terms are the samesk Times22 June 1972).

As shown above, there was an inclination to present
Catholics/nationalists as one monolithic group. sTlgroup had no
legitimising potential; it was not appealed to, amaattempt was made
to represent if. The largest unionist party, the UUP, however, o
fully partake in the legitimising collective of thoyal people.” Instead
its statements appealed to the “responsible pedptéégitimacy.

The “Responsible People”
On introducing internment, Prime Minister Brian Haer assured his
listeners that:

This is not action taken against any responsiblé law-abiding section of the
community [. . .]. Its benefits should be felt deast in those areas where violent
men have exercised a certain sway by threat arichidf#tion over decent and
responsible men and womeBe{fast Telegrapl9 August 1971)

Here Faulkner divided the population of Northerrldnd into a
responsible majority and a violent minority. Thecid®n to introduce
internment was necessary for the protection of édégpeople” Daily
Mail 16 September 1971). Faulkner wished to safeguacdllactive
whose defining qualities were “responsibility,” ‘wency” and
“innocence.” These features sum up the collectivat tmost Ulster
Unionist representatives appealed to, and drewoatiifrom. But what
did it mean to be “responsible”?

“The responsible people” were presented as a “nolem”
people—not in the sense that they were pacifisis,ib the sense that
they rejected non-state violence. It was regulpdinted out by the UUP
that most of the people of Northern Ireland werposed to violence.
James Molyneaux asserted that “The vast majorityJister citizens
want to live at peace” (Letter ifhe Timesl6 August 1971), and Brian
Faulkner agreed: “[. . .] the people causing viosrand | would say that
they are but a tiny fraction of the population—aret in the least

" Alan Finlayson has carried out a somewhat anal®gmalysis of loyalist
discourse on “the people” after 1994, and his figdi to a certain degree
indicate continuity in the loyalist construction‘tiie people” (Finlayson 1997).
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interested in reform”Ifish Times27 November 1971). When Faulkner
explained the reasons for introducing internmeatemphasised that the
measure had not been directed against Roman Gatlei a religious
group, but against the organisations that sponse@med practiced
violence (Guardian 16 September 1971): “We are quite simply at war
with the terrorists [. . .]. We are now acting &move the shadow of fear
which hangs over too many of youBdlIfast Telegrapt® August 1971).
The first sentence separated the population offiéantireland into good
(“we”—the majority) and evil (the terrorist minoyjt The identification
of an extensive collective of “ordinary people,” avivere not terrorists,
served to provide weight and democratic authoritythte decision of
introducing internment. The “decent” majority waghly praised when
Faulkner in 1973 summed up the previous troubled:ye

The one bright aspect of the Ulster scene since2 M&s to be found in the

indomitable strength of human character displayethé steadiness of the ordinary
people of the Province, who carried on their lieesl work in the face of every

danger and discouragememtiefvs LetteP3 February 1972)

But who werenot being included in the “vast majority”? First of,ahey
were obviously the IRA. One might also add memlzdrthe People’s
Democracy and the civil rights association, sineeesal of them were
interned—and correctly so, according to the UUPeYehs Faulkner and
many representatives condemned loyalist violencé)ero party
representatives also argued that the loyalist growere merely
defending their country (see for example, Austirdiyr UUP, Irish
Times 25 July 1974). Consequently, some UUP statemerdsided
loyalist paramilitaries in “the responsible peoplayhereas others
assigned them to “the violent minority.”

The UUP often tried to go beyond the Catholic-Pstatet dualism.
On the whole, Unionist representatives, and Faulkine particular,
emphasised the importance of “non-sectarianism” aageature of
responsibility. “Non-sectarianism” was closely lgtkto issues such as
neutrality and religious bias. In a debate with $Dleader, Gerry Fitt,
Faulkner declared that there was no justificatiam &ny kind of
sectarianism in the courts, and he asserted tlea¢ thever had been a
single Act passed that went against people on thangs of religion
(Irish Times15 April 1972). Faulkner strongly denied claimsittithe
internment of Catholics only showed religious b@s behalf of the
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Northern Ireland government. On the contrary, iswlose who argued
against internment who were guilty of such bias:

Nor has internment any religious basis or bias.s€hwho proclaim that it has
should reflect that it is surely sectarian to sharh against Mr. X being interned
because he is my co-religionist.” Which is more ampnt—Mr. X's church
affiliations, if he has any, or his involvement amson, murder and destruction?
(News Lettel3 September 1971)

Faulkner insisted that sectarian separation of leeas Catholic and
Protestant was inadmissible because the conflistorthern Ireland was
not about religion: The essential conflict was lestww democracy on the
one hand, and the terrorism on the otlesi{ Times27 November 1971;
see alsdrish Times 13 September 1971). Faulkner pointed out that the
whole Ulster community—Catholic and Protestant—wsa#ering from
“the campaign of violence’lfish Times13 September 1971). Moreover,
most Catholics were not against the state, he drgleere was, Faulkner
claimed “a desire among the vast majority of th¢hGlic population to
play their part not only in eradicating the canoérterrorism from the
community, but in co-operating with the work of asling economic
and social progresstrish Newsl1l September 1971). Faulkner reminded
the reader that for 50 years the Catholic poputahad remained in
Northern Ireland and multiplied, and that their M2l played a part in
Parliament Ifish Times 15 April 1972). Thus, when the Catholic
population did not speak out against the IRA, thas only a result of
fear and intimidation, Faulkner argued (see for ngde Belfast
Telegraph9 August 1971, anttish Times27 November 1971; see also
Irish Times15 April 1972).

The “responsible people” of the UUP thus differeaind the “loyal
people” of Vanguard, DUP and the loyalist paramilés. Whereas these
groups stressed the significance of religiousiaffin, Faulkner and the
UUP toned down the religious difference and thediti@nal
Catholic/nationalist-Protestant/unionist dualisrhisThad two significant
effects connected to the question of legitimacysthj, the statements
produced an image of the majority of Catholics dscént people,” as
persons worth representing and appealing to. Ségottte Northern
Ireland government was portrayed as an inclusiw-sectarian and
representative government, keen to listen to—andefmesent—the
wishes of the vast majority of the country’s peopience, in this way
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“the responsible people” appeared as a quite ivdugegitimising
collective, excluding only a tiny violent minority.

Some UUP statements, however, told a differentystdihese
statements primarily concerned general condemramtiai both
nationalist political organisations, and Catholiesgeneral, for not co-
operating with the institutions of the state. Otbeiteria for the inclusion
in the “responsible people” were thereby introdyce@doducing a
somewhat more exclusive legitimising collectiver Egample, Faulkner
hit out at the nationalist boycott of the StormBiatliament, and the rent
and rates strike introduced after internment (‘Stent of the
Government of Northern Ireland” 21 September 197He Catholic
community, or at least a large part of it, was dethas a sectarian
community discharging its obligationséws Letted 3 September 1971).

It is significant that while the term “Catholics” as employed
frequently, the term “Protestant” rarely figuredthre UUP statements.
When it did appear, it was predominantly in relatto the violence of
the IRA, under which “the whole Ulster community—tlalic and
Protestant—was sufferinglrsh Times13 September 1971. See also
Belfast Telegrapt® August 1971; and James Molyneailike Timesl6
August 1971).

The “absence” of the term “Protestant” has twotlpaontradictory,
implications. On the one hand, it could imply a eotjon of
“Protestantism,” as a suitable symbol of “the resiole people.” This of
course fits into the image of “a responsible pebglanscending
religious divisions. Yet, if this was the case, onight ask why the term
“Catholics” appeared so regularly? By employings tteirm, the religious
division was inevitably evoked, even though theeothalf of the
traditional dualism was not mentioned. A furthersgible implication
was that Protestantism invoked a universalistigyenavhereas the image
of Catholicism was “particular” or “restricted.” @der studies regularly
point out how women have been viewed as a partiselh “second” sex,
while men have been granted the position of reptesg universal
qualities connected to being human (see for instalecBeauvoir 1994).
It is possible to trace a similar line of reasoninghe UUP statements
presented above. It was unnecessary to declareexisence of
“Protestantism” because it was taken for grantedyas the norm to
which everything else was compared, evaluated atetmined.
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These implications are reinforced by the regulee of the term
“Ulster” to epitomise Northern Ireland in UUP staents, as we saw
earlier in the statements of the DUP and Vangudathes Molyneaux
wrote in a letter td’he Time®f “terrorism in Ulster,” “the vast majority
of Ulster” and “Ulster citizens™he Timed 6 August 1971). In a similar
manner, Faulkner spoke of “the problems of Ulstertd “the Ulster
community” (rish Timesl3 September 1972).

Like the UUP, the Alliance Party also combined deyunclusive
and pluralist ethos, with a dual image of Cathobss simultaneously
responsible and irresponsible. Oliver Napier fostamce warned that
“there is one issue, and only one issue, upon whictually every
Catholic without exception, moderate and extremastj-partition and
pro-partition, is united, and that is an almostgh®pathic revulsion and
fear of internment” Belfast Telegrapti2 August 1971). He continued,
attempting to explain to Protestants the behaviourthe Catholic
community:

Many decent Protestants may find Catholic reactmninternment childish and
irrational. Maybe it is. It is the result of hisyoand environment [. . .]. Remember
that [. . .] internment has never been used agBrtestants and therefore they can
consider it without emotionBglfast Telegrapi2 August 1971)

It is obvious that the Alliance spokesman triedehter put the behaviour
of the Catholic community in perspective and teoralise an apparently
“irrational” conduct. His attempt at explanationghi thus be viewed as
a sign of inclusion. However, the statement alsadpced exclusion,
when referring to the Catholic community such asimtst
psychopathic,” “childish” and “irrational.” Cathak were thus being
identified as “not rational Protestants.” This “idéf was “excused” by
historical developments, but this did not change fect that Catholics
were evaluated and defined by their deficiency.

In short, both the UUP and the Alliance party pnésd an
ambiguous legitimising collective: on some occasi@atholics were
included in “the responsible people,” on other comas they were
excluded. It is neither possible nor desirable étednine which of the
two images of “the responsible people” constitutes “essence” of the
legitimising collective in the UUP statements. T images existed
side by side in the debate. A similar ambiguity veésplayed in the
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statements of moderate nationalism in the SDLHich we shall now
turn.

A Moral People

Shortly after the introduction of internment, JoHome of the SDLP
stressed that throwing stones or petrol bombs, singuguns in a
confrontation with the British Army was pointlesih his speeches,
Hume consistently imagined a people characterigedighting spirit,
moral courage, suffering and non-violence (see doample Sunday
Press22 August 1971; anllish Times27 September 1971). Through the
identification of and association with “a moral pén” Hume’s
messages of non-violence and responsible resistaiced significance,
confidence and authority.

The notion of “moral” serves as an overall indicatd several
virtues characterising the “legitimising people,$ @ortrayed in the
statements of the SDLP. These statements appealeahdl obtained
authority from a collective characterised by thimesic features: non-
violent protest, pluralism and suffering. The staats defined two
different sets of in-groups and out-groups, whasmposition depended
on the issues being raised: The statements congenain-violence and
pluralism mostly created a dualism between “the wagority” of people
who condemned violence, and a tiny minority who kerygd violence.
The statements concerning suffering and oppreshimmever, put forth
other criteria of inclusion and exclusion.

The SDLP identified a people fighting against itjges a people
whose minds were firmly set on creating a new spckeaddy O’Hanlon
warned the Unionist government that “[. . .] ouatte are hardened, and
we will bring this corrupt system to an end in thear future” [rish
Times24 August 1971). Such statements supported ancirobig people
who were confident, politically aware and ready &tion. The people
had to act responsibly and constructively, EddieGkéaly argued: “We
must hold ourselves ready to act with responsjbdind courage in the
debate on the political future of this provinceinigeat all times prepared
to act for the good of the whole communityfigh News1 December
1973). Hence, the SDLP statements presented anlegitg collective of
supposed high morality and a constructive politicatlook. But who
were “the moral people™? Let us take a closer labkhe collectives
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emerging in the statements of non-violence andwdexther these were
judged to be allies or enemies.

It followed from the message of anti-violence ttregt perpetrators of
violence were fiercely condemned, and this covdretth paramilitaries
and the security forces. This implied that in sorases the distinction
was drawn between those who supported the sedardgs versus those
who did not, whereas on other occasions the maedi division went
between those who supported the paramilitariesugetise non-violent
majority. In the first case, most unionists wereleded, in the second
case, the supporters of paramilitary violence vesauded.

It is significant that “the extremists” most frequly condemned by
the SDLP were the IRA. The persistent and strombaleattacks on the
IRA strengthened the impression of a fight betweemon-violent
majority and a violent minority, in other words ight that transcended
the traditional dualism of Protestant/unionist aBdtholic/nationalist.
The situation in Northern Ireland was defined aommon struggle of
the majority of innocent people, Protestant anch@lat, against violent
extremists. Thus Gerard Fitt claimed: “We are jasthorrified as the
Protestant majority by the murderous attacks inctvimmnocent civilians
from both religions have been injured and killedrh¢ Times30
September 197%).

The transcending of the traditional Protestant/@laidualism was
confirmed by the SDLP’s focus on pluralism. Thetyarprimary goal
was the creation of a truly pluralist society, haahd southlfish Newsl
December 1973). It sought to develop a societyorttérn Ireland with
“a genuine sharing of responsibilityTlie Times30 September 1971).
Fitt underlined that they did not “seek to humdiatcoerce or
discriminate against the Protestant majority beeams have had quite
enough of that ourselves'Tlge Times30 September 1971). The
importance of a cross-community approach was engdthdy Eddie
McGrady in an appeal for an IRA ceasefire:

In this area there are no victors. Only a brokesppewill remain, embittered, dour
and hate-filled [. . .]. A love of one’s countryasterrible thing—a terrible thing for

8 See also Paddy Devlin, quotedBelfast Telegrapi24 November 1973; Eddie
McGrady quoted ifdrish Newsl December 1973; John Hume quotedrish
News1 December 1973, and Paddy Duffy quotedrish Independen® April
1974.
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good and for evil. At this time a love of one’s oty demands peace not war. | ask,
not for me, not for the SDLP, or Unionist, not fmy factions, but for this nation
once proud, once honourettish Newsl December 1973)

The SDLP devoted many of its statements to allayfregfears of “the
Protestant community.” This was regarded as a s#gaekpeace were to
be achieved in Northern Ireland. Hume argued tmathistory of Anglo-
Irish relations showed that the problem could dmdysolved when the
fears of the Protestant community were overcomeasked Catholics to
recognise that they were asking a lot of “the Fytatet people of the
North,” and requested them to applaud “the gensrasi those who
agreed to a consensuslrigh Times 3 December 1973). To calm
Protestant fears, it was necessary to change tlmeatncodes” in the
Republic of Ireland. The SDLP deplored what thegarded as an
enshrinement of exclusively Catholic moral codethalaws of the Irish
Republic, and underscored the need to build a “ineland” (rish News
1 December 1973).

Although these references to Protestant fears atelidhat the
SDLP’s notion of “the legitimising people” includeghionists, other
statements point in a different direction. | refegre to the party’s
remarks on the verbal attacks on the unionist mevemn the
internment debate. Statements concerning the “igtioegime” dealt
primarily with oppression and suffering of Catheliand generated a
different legitimising collective from that presedt above. They
involved other criteria for the inclusion as “oné ws” that served to
generate a predominantly non-unionist, Catholigitegsing collective.

Statements issued during the rent and rates sliukéate this point.
The strike was enthusiastically supported by thé.SDand in a joint
statement with the Nationalist Party, the Republicabour Party and
NICRA, they called on the general public to papate in the protest by
immediately withholding all rents and rates: “Wepegt this from all
opponents of internment and all opponents of theotist regime”
(News LetterlO August 1971. See alsash News10 August 1971). To
be part of the in-group—"one of us"—one had to bking to take part
in an unlawful protest, as well as being opposedternment and the
Unionist regime. This obviously created a far merelusive in-group
than that of the “vast majority of non-violent pésppresented earlier.
By stressing the support of the rents and ratésests a crucial sign of
true allegiance, a clear message was sent outejéotrthe strike, was
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not only to reject the campaign against internmént, also to reject
“membership” in the collective as suth.

The image of the Catholic community as a sufferipgople
oppressed by “the Unionist regime” was a recuraamd very striking
symbol in the statements of moderate nationalisnertwined with the
ideal of non-violence, “suffering” was portrayed ase of the main
sources of morality (see for example John Hurresh Times 27
September 1971). John Hume and the SDLP pointédetonoral force
of suffering, thus establishing a legitimising eclive that included
primarily Catholics and excluded Protestants. Sitiee suffering was
viewed as orchestrated by “the unionist regimeg’ titaditional dualism
of nationalists and unionists was thus redefined safferers and
oppressorg’

The two different kinds of legitimising collectivggesented in the
statements of the SDLP existed side by side dutireg debate on
internment. But the collective of suffering tendéal appear more
frequently in the debate’s early phases, while ¢béective of non-
violence gained force with passing time. This trpadalleled changes in
the role of the SDLP in Northern Irish politics. the early phase of
internment the party boycotted the elected ingtitiet and declined to co-
operate with the Unionist government, but from [88§2 and onwards,
SDLP’s involvement in the power-sharing Executiverss to have
paved the way for a more inclusive approach.

A Risen People

For further changes there must surely be, if wetarbave a society where the
ordinary man’s lot in life is to be improved. Flagsd slogans are no cure for an
empty stomach, and the ordinary man, having bdraebtunt of the suffering over
the past few years against the might of the Brifisimy, must assert his will on the
wily politicians who, even now, are snarling at leadther in their attempt to claim
political capital from a false victory. [. . .]. Bgle have not forgotten how their

° A similar effect was produced by the employmenthef term “Irish” in some
of the SDLP statements. Gerard Fitt, for instamt&med in a TV debate with
Brian Faulkner: “The people of NI were Irish andtie final analysis the only
integration which would bring an end to the trosbieould be integration with
the rest of the islandFitt quoted inirish Timesl15 April 1972).

1% For more on the construction of victimhood, sesl&ud 2009.
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peaceful legitimate demands were met with the fathige of State-controlled
violence from the batons of an ill-disciplined, sg@n and special police force.
(Statement of the Long Kesh Camp Counrlciéh News25 April 1972)

This was how the internees in the internment cammglKesh portrayed
the prospects of “the ordinary man” in Northernldrel. The ordinary
people—who had “borne the brunt of suffering"—wenmcouraged to
rise against the establishment to improve theidivAn initial success
was expected: “A united campaign of the risen peagiainst repression
and sectarianism will defeat Britain’s plans foistbountry and destroy
totally the basis of Unionism” (Joint statementibternees in Crumlin
Prisonlrish News23 August 1971. See also statement from internmees i
Long Kesh/Jrish News5 January 1972).

Here, we see a fourth legitimising collective, “thisen people,”
which dominated in the statements of the interneesl several
republican and civil rights group$. These groups constructed a
rebellious collective of “ordinary,” or “working ats,” people. Most
statements represented the campaign against ireatnas a fight
between the people on one side, and the political economical
establishment on the other. Nevertheless, thenséaits also precipitated
other sets of in-groups and out-groups, their stirecdepending on the
issues being raised.

Many statements of the internees and the republizanps were
linked to a broader narrative of class conflictnele “the risen people”
were first and foremost a working-class people. Timernees
condemned the terror, imprisonments and destruafoworking-class
homes (Statement from internees in Long Késbh News29 January
1972), and considered internment “an attack bygtheerning party on a
section of the working class of the same commurity, the Falls,
Ballymurphy, Ardoyne, Duncairn and increasingly, tme Shankill
Road” Belfast Telegraph27 January 1972). The Republican Clubs
alleged that the Special Powers were used by thistBgovernment to
“put down any and all sections of the working-clagsatever their
reasons for oppositionTr{sh News31 January 1974). It was insisted that
only through “unity of the working class and unitedtion against
repression will the people achieve justickish News31 January 1974).

™ NICRA, People’s Democracy, Republican Clubs (QédfiRepublicans) and
Provisional Sinn Fein.
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But although a socialist republic was the evenggal, the Republican
Clubs were also eager to rally behind short-teralgo

The present demands of the people are—and have $irea the Civil Rights
Association first attacked the Stormont totalitarsystem—for peace, justice and
democracy for all. While we are convinced that ¢hasns are only truly obtainable
when a socialist republic is established, we asogement of the people support
whatever short-term gains the people may obtaimgaulating them on their
solidarity, dedication and refusal to be intimidatby the repressive Stormont
regime supported by the British Government. (Statgmgom Long Kesh
coordinating committee of Republican Clultbssh News4 April 1972. See also
Irish Times28 July 1972)

Although this quotation presents an overall mess#gaclusion, “the
people” were related to several specific definifgaracteristics: the
support of the civil rights movement, socialism asmposition to the
Stormont regime and the British government.

Nevertheless, the statements emanating from theindamnment
coalition generally defended inclusion and nona&gmhism. The
Republican Clubs strongly emphasised that theyHbémy policies that
would benefit the working class, no matter whairtbeeed (rish News
11 September 1971). The Provisional IRA argued thatvoice of the
working class, demonstrated through loyalist groapd the republican
movement, had to be heard and listenedlrish( News2 July 1974).
NICRA and the People’s Democracy underlined the oiignce of
campaigning for the release all internees: “We will not support
sectarian demands for the release of Protestar@atinolic internees
alone” (rish News7 July 1973).

Through emphasising universalism and stressingldes character
of the internment issue, many statements of thieiretrnment coalition
challenged the traditional unionist/Protestanteralist/Catholic
dualism. The enemy of the “ordinary man” was présgnas the
reactionary forces of unionismirih News 29 January 1972), the
sectarian state (séesh News12 January 1972; 4 April 1972; 2 January
1973), the British Army (sekish Newsl11l September 1971; 28 March
1972; 2 July 1974, andish Times28 July 1972), and the economic elite
(Sunday Pres® September 1971). The enemy was perceived as the
Unionist political and elite, not Protestants ashsitsome statements also
pointed to the leaders of the SDLP as part of ¢hite, a criticism that
was triggered by the SDLP taking seats in the peshiaring Executive
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after the Sunningdale Agreement, signed in DeceriB&B. When the
SDLP reversed its earlier policy and recommendednahto the rent and
rates strike, the party was accused of collusiaih wie Unionist elite:
“Now that they are in the new Assembly they argdawer. They are
now the jailers. They are now interning the peoflbee people must
realise this and act by maintaining the rent amebratrike” (rish News4
January 1974% From this moment on the SDLP was clearly not
regarded as a part of the “risen people”: the peom@re urged to ignore
SDLP talk of moderation and instead rise agairesegtablishment.

How, then, were “the risen people” to engage inel&n?
Descriptions of the revolt of “the risen people” rei@artly formed as
appeals to “the people” to engage in protests (4sk the people”);
partly as an appreciation of the work “the peopiatl already done (“we
thank the people,” and partly as an assertionaft¥’ about the attitudes
of the people (“the demands of the people are”)tcAwhat constituted
the proper means of revolt, the groups offered sdmeé different
perspectives. Whereas the civil rights movement tred Republican
Clubs both preferred political action, the Provsb republicans
considered violence a necessary and legitimateceeievertheless, in
spite of these differences, the statements coneuh® idealised way of
rebellion against internment: Participation in strprotests and the rent
and rates strike. In the words of the chairmarhefNaidstone branch of
NICRA: “We believe the greatest weapons of the peopthe campaign
are thlg civil resistance and disobedienckislf News 15 September
1971).

The fight against internment was viewed as a comrioaggle
involving political groups, the internees and theople. When some
internees were released early in 1972, BernadettdirDinvoked this
combination of strength, by paying tribute to theumge and
determination of “the men behind the wire, peoplowtood solid with
them and the resistance campaigkdéws LetteB April 1972). It seemed
to be the function of the various organisationsh&dp the people to
organise their struggleéSgnday Pres® September, 1971). But, it was
made clear that it was “the people” who were thg ke success: the

2 The internees had also earlier alleged that thePS@titude to internment had
softened. See statement of Long Kesh interdael, News9 May 1973.

13 See also Provisional Sinn Fein statement: “Cividobedience must be
renewed [. . .]" (Quoted ifrish News8 November 1972).
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people’s support was regarded as generous andiablal (rish News9
November 1972) and it was only action by the peegiech could win
justice (rish Times28 July 1972). It was underlined that the fightswa
the people’s own fight, not somebody else’s: “Yaueat to yourselves
and your children,” the internees claimed, at thmes time affirming
their own commitment to the cause and thus settireg standard of
dedication: “We are prepared to do our time” (Stast of internees in
Long Keshirish News9 May 1973).

Hence, “the risen people” ought to work with théemees and the
political organisations supporting the interneas.this coalition, the
people, the internees and the organisations héeratit functions: The
role of the internees was one of setting standairdemmitment, the role
of the people was to rebel, and the role of théipal organisations was
to help the people organising their campaign.

Since the campaign was presented as a joint sewgytre everyone
had a significant role, it also produced an idgnfidr those supporting
the campaign. Both those inside the internment saamgl those outside
belonged to the same people. For example, thengmsrcalled on: “[. . .]
our people, badly pressed though they be, to stgndgainst this new
despicable form of tyranny and corrupt governmefitish News 8
November 1972). The use of the pronoun “our” isifigant. The term
“our people” points to an already existing bondwesn the internees
and “the people,” a bond that would be confirmed aanewed by
supporting the campaign against internment.

But how did this emphasis on “the risen people”aasebellious
people activate mechanisms of exclusion and immh#siTo be included
in “the risen people,” one had to be against tlmestas well as the
unionist (and to a certain degree the nationakstjablishment. In
addition, one had to be ready to participate gg#l actions and support
the activities of the civil rights movement or dianiorganisations. Hence
the “requirements” clearly worked to exclude ungtsj for the
quintessence of unionism was the support of the.stasimilar tendency
to exclude unionists was evident in the statementsuffering. The issue
of victimhood predominantly constructed the colldtt of “the risen
people” more along the lines of the traditional ldun.

Several statements of the republican groups addityomade use of
the term “Irish” to characterise “the risen pedplln a New Year's
message the internees in Long Kesh stated: “We kiiaw we are
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echoing the most fervent wish of all the Irish deowhen we hope that
this year will bring peace to our community andota country” (rish
News 5 January 1972). The Provisional IRA claimed insiailar
statement: “The demand from all sides was for ahterninternment. If
this was what the Irish people wanted then thishat they are entitled
to” (Irish News2 July 1974). The Republican Clubs also employed th
term “Irish” in their statements, arguing that: éthrish people must
control their own lives politically, economicallyna culturally,” in a
society “whose laws will not permit discriminatioon the basis of
religion, in which Catholic, Protestant and Disseill rejoice equally
in the common name of Irishmaritiéh Times10 December 1971).

The discourse of the anti-internment coalition threveals a
significant ambiguity in the coalition’s approachinclusiveness. On the
one hand, the statements idealised non-sectariaaiginuniversalism,
portraying a legitimising collective that could inde Protestants. Yet,
on the other hand, the statements applied the tersh,” apparently
ignoring the fact that there hardly were any Ptargs in the public
debate that explicitly identified themselves asistir” And when
commenting upon the unionist rejection of an Irigkentity, some
republican statements almost insisted on Protestaing Irish. Thomas
MacGiolla of the Republican Clubs said he uttedjected the notion
that the Protestants of Northern Ireland were raot pf the Irish nation
(Sunday Pres$ September 1971), and Maire Drumm, vice-presidént
Provisional Sinn Fein, confirmed the ethnic bondie" have always said
we would talk to our Loyalist brethren. They arishras we are”l(ish
Newsb5 April 1974).

The republican position thus resembles that of theionist
government, whose “responsible people” claimedaweehthe support of
most Catholics, even though little support reallgme forward.
Statements like these displayed an apparent inelnsgs, but were built
on an ignorance of difference: an ignorance thatlenthe preferred
identity—“Irish” or “Ulster—look more inclusive.

Legitimacy, Identity and Conceptual Gerrymandering

A society needs a system of legitimation and, ieksg for it, always looks to a
point of origin from which it can derive itself aiitd practices [. . .]. But the search
for origin, like that for identity is self-contraatory. Once the origin is understood to
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be an invention, it can never again be thoughtsod@mething “natural.” A culture
brings itself into being by an act of cultural iméen that itself depends on an
anterior legitimating nature. (Seamus Deane 19%): 1

The current article has aimed at exploring howsystem of democratic
legitimation and its relation to identity rests the tension between the
identification of a “natural” origin, on the one nd and on the
continuous acts of invention, on the other. Thelgtoias examined how
the concept of “the people” was used by varioudtipal groups in the
debate on internment in Northern Ireland. | fourmm@ttthe loyalist
statements most frequently appealed to and idealsdoyal people,” a
people characterised by being Protestant, faitoftthe state and loyal to
Ulster. The Unionist party was more ambiguous: \Whsrthe party
appealed to and claimed to represent the vast ityajufr people, “the
responsible people” were regularly restricted tosth supporting the
existing state of Northern Ireland. Moderate nailmm demonstrated a
similar ambiguity: SDLPs “moral people,” proposediriclude “the vast
majority of non-violent people,” but the people atised in the
statements were frequently limited to Catholicstimsed by the
Unionist regime. The republican groups also preskntthe risen
people,” through a dual and ambiguous set of cheniatics, appealing
both to the working class “no matter what creedd to a common Irish
identity.

The historical identities being emphasised in thebade on
internment were mainly an Ulster identity and ashiridentity. Neither
the Irish nor the Ulster identity was perceivedcasstructed by those
who declared their commitment to them; the idesgitivere simply seen
as reflecting existing realities. In this senses¢higlentities are predicated
on “forgetting” the history of how they are madené®ha 1990: 311,

The notion of “the people” thus has a key role kaypgn political
discourse because it transforms political proposats “collective
requests” and in theory constitutes the concluding unifying judge:
the ultimate authority to which all proposals meshcede. Judging from
the extensive use of the concept, “the people” wdsed recognised as
the fundamental source of legitimacy by the paytiais in the debate on
internment. But through continual acts of “conceptgerrymandering”
the various political parties employed differentasften exclusionary

14 See also Renan 1990: 11, and Calhoun 1995:; 233-35.
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concepts of “the people,” thus producing a fragrémiopular mandate
and fundamentally widening the gulf between theugso

The decision to introduce internment was meant tob cthe
escalating conflict in Northern Ireland, but, a®wh above, the result
was the exact opposite. When internment endedenll@75, cease-fires
had come and gone. Peace proposals had emergefdikaadseverely
and more than 1,300 people had died.
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