How does it feature on the
spec? L.O. 3.1 asks students to
consider ways to make “a
Positive impact on society”,
including “someone who
proposed the use of violence
against an undemocratic state
such as Nelson Mandela.” But
you must put them in context of
other approaches…

Use of Violence Against
an ‘Undemocratic’ State
“War is the continuation of politics

(policy) by other means.”

“On War”, Carl Von Clausewitz (1831)

Evaluating those Practices:
That same L.O. asks you to
“critically evaluate the
appropriateness of the
strategy these individuals
adopted”. This means you
must ask “Do the ends justify
the means?” In other words, at
what cost (in lives/damage) are
violent actions taken justified?

Thinking about a Definition of “Violence” – It is clearly not a ‘unitary’ (black and white idea) with just one
meaning. Rather, it exists on a spectrum, with many different ways it can be thought of, and put into practice.
Violence is defined by the World Health Organization as “the intentional use of physical force or power,
threatened or actual, against oneself, another person, or against a group or community, that either results in
or has a high likelihood of resulting in injury, death, psychological harm, maldevelopment or deprivation.”
Coercion: the action or practice of persuading
someone to do something against their will by using
force or threats of force. ‘The class bully’…
Think about our new law about ‘coercive control’.

Resistance: an organized effort by a portion of the
population to withstand/oppose the legally
established government or an occupying power and
to disrupt a specific policy, civil order, or stability.

A useful sub-category of violence, that keeps more in line with the intention of the subject specification is:
“Political Violence” - violence committed by individuals, organizations, or governments to achieve political goals
Groups Involved
‘State Actors’ against other ‘States’
‘States Actors’ against ‘non-state
actors’

Types of Activity
Primarily ‘War’, but more broadly we
might include ‘cyber’ attacks etc.
Events such as police brutality,
internment/torture, or genocide

Violence by ‘non-state actors’ against a
‘state’ or other ‘non-state actors’

Events such as rebellions, rioting,
treason, or coup d'etat

‘Non-action’ on the part of a
government

A deliberate refusal to alleviate famine
or deny resources to specific groups
within their territory

‘State Actors’ is a way of describing an organization or
individuals who work for, or on behalf of, and are
usually funded by, a government, including police,
armed forces, and other civil service branches.
In most situations, they are required to follow the laws of
the states that they represent.

Specific Example

‘Non-State Actors’ are organizations or individuals
that are not affiliated with, directed by, or funded
through the government.
These include corporations, private financial
institutions, and NGOs, as well as some paramilitary
and local armed-resistance groups and militias.

Linking our Key Thinkers with Learning Outcomes
This brings us to an important point about how states work – they are seen as having a “monopoly on violence”
a key idea of modern public law. It draws from an idea of Jean Bodin in 1576, and was further developed by
Thomas Hobbes in his 1651 book Leviathan, where he argued that if the Sovereign can’t control violence in
the country, then no other political decisions are really possible. If there is mass violence, there is no ‘society’.
This idea was further developed by Sociologist Max Weber who claimed that the state is the “only human
Gemeinschaft (community) which lays claim to the monopoly on the legitimated use of physical force. However,
this monopoly is limited to a certain geographical area, and in fact this limitation to a particular area is one of
the things that defines a state.” In other words, Weber describes the state as any organization that succeeds in
holding the exclusive right to use, threaten, or authorize physical force against residents of its territory. One
useful way to think about this is the difference between an ‘execution’ and a ‘murder’ – is there a difference?

Case Study 1 – Nelson Mandela – An excellent introduction to his life is the 2013 BBC Documentary,
presented by David Dimbelby, “Nelson Mandela – The Fight for Freedom” on YouTube
Mandela is a fascinating case study because he is so hard to pin down. People of your parents’
generation will remember his 1990 release from prison on Robben Island, after 27 years, and
his rise to the position of President in Post-Apartheid South Africa. But what we’re most
interested in here are the actions that initially led to his imprisonment. As a young man,
Mandela had been both a boxer and a lawyer – a useful metaphor for thinking about his later
life. But how did he come to the point of advocating violence in the first instance?
Consider his own words from his ‘Speech from the Dock’, when being tried for Sabotage in
South Africa in 1964, in the infamous Rivonia Trial:
“I do not... deny that I planned sabotage. I did not plan it in a spirit of recklessness, nor because I have
any love of violence. I planned it as a result of a calm and sober assessment of the political situation
that had arisen after many years of tyranny, exploitation, and oppression of my people by the whites.
I admit immediately that I was one of the persons who helped to form Umkhonto we Sizwe [the armed
wing of the African National Congress, ANC party], and that I played a prominent role in its affairs
until I was arrested in August 1962.
I, and the others who started the organisation, did so for two reasons.
Firstly, we believed that as a result of government policy, violence by the African people had become
inevitable, and that unless responsible leadership was given to canalise [manage the flow] and control
the feelings of our people, there would be outbreaks of terrorism which would produce an intensity of
bitterness and hostility between the various races of this country which is not produced even by war.
Secondly, we felt that without violence there would be no way open to the African people to succeed in
their struggle against the principle of white supremacy. All lawful modes of expressing opposition to
this principle had been closed by legislation, and we were placed in a position in which we had either
to accept a permanent state of inferiority, or to defy the government.
But the violence which we chose to adopt was not terrorism. Four forms of violence were possible.
There is sabotage, there is guerrilla warfare, there is terrorism, and there is open revolution. We chose
to adopt the first method and to exhaust it before taking any other decision.”
Find out about the trial and in his own words here: https://www.bbc.com/news/world-africa-10529498
Think about this in line with another potential proponent of violence, Malcom X (AKA Malcom Little, AKA El-Hajj
Malik El-Shabazz), himself assassinated in 1965 - shot 21 times. In his assertion of the position of Black Americans, in
contrast to the non-violent methods proposed by Martin Luther King, he noted: “We declare our right on this
earth...to be a human being, to be respected as a human being, to be given the rights of a human being in this society, on
this earth, in this day, which we intend to bring into existence by any means necessary.” Discuss what you think the
phrase ‘by any means necessary’ might mean in real terms…
One of the striking facts about people like Nelson Mandela (and other Irish examples like Martin McGuinness), is the
fact that they seem to shift their position towards the use of violence, or back towards ‘constitutional’/’political’
activities, depending on the specific contexts that they are operating under. Read Gerry Adams’ interview (below) to
get a sense of the ‘shifting’ nature of the justifications for the use of force.
Conclude by considering the following quote from Gandhi: “Where choice is set between cowardice and violence, I
would advise violence … I prefer to use arms in defence of honour rather than remain the vile witness of dishonour.”
None of these figures as 2-Dimensional. They lived (as you do) in complex, often volatile, times…

Analysis
Identify 3 STRENGTHS of the approach of using violence as
advocated by Mandela and others:

Identify 3 WEAKNESES of the approach of using violence as
advocated by Mandela and others:

1.

1.

2.

2.

3.

3.

What about the Irish Context?
Ireland, like many of the nations that emerged from the ‘yoke’ of colonialism or occupation, was born out of a period
of violent revolution. The violence wasn’t the only reason for independence, but it was a significant factor. Consider
the old truism that “one man’s freedom fighter is another man’s terrorist”. How much does your perspective decide
how you respond to acts of violence that are perpetrated (in your name?)? If, as we have explored briefly, a state is the
group with the ‘monopoly’ on violence, what do we think about the idea of ‘State Terrorism’?
Think of this in terms of the actions of the ‘Black and Tans’ in Ireland in the War of Independence, Tarleton’s Raiders
during the US Revolution, events such as the Amritsar Massacre in India in 1919, the French suppression of the
Algerians during the war 1954-62, or even the US use of ‘Extraordinary Rendition’ or ‘Drone Strikes’ in Afghanistan. Do
we create a sense of “Moral Equivalence” between acts committed ‘by’ states, with acts committed ‘against’ states?
Given that you will be thinking about Gandhi and ‘Civil
Disobedience’ later, research and jot down some of the key
points about the Amritsar Massacre:





In the Irish nationalist context, research and jot down the
key points involved in Operation Demetrius in Northern
Ireland in 1971. This case will also help you understand
some of the ECHR rulings relevant to Irish Human Rights.





Former Sinn Féin Leader Gerry Adams
“It's Still My View That the Use of Armed Actions Is Legitimate”
***Before reading this (or any other) interview, evaluate the credibility and reliability of your source***
Der Spiegel, is published in Hamburg, Germany. It is Europe’s most popular ‘News Magazine’ with a weekly
circulation of over 840,000 copies. It might be helpful to think of it as the European equivalent of the US’s ‘Time
Magazine’. This version of the interview is slightly edited for length and relevance to the issues highlighted on the
Politics and Society Subject Specification to make it more directly relevant for students. Access the original
(complete) interview here - https://www.spiegel.de/international/europe/gerry-adams-a-1201660.html
April 10th 2018 marks the 20th anniversary of the Good Friday Agreement that brought tentative peace to Northern
Ireland. In an interview, Gerry Adams, the deal's co-architect, discusses the ongoing conflict and why Brexit could
become a curse -- or a blessing -- for the region. Interview with Jörg Schindler 6 April, 2018
With more than 3,600 dead and around 50,000 injured, the conflict in Northern Ireland, commonly referred to as
The Troubles, was one of the bloodiest civil wars in recent European history. It officially ended 20 years ago on April
10, 1998, with the signing of the Good Friday Agreement in Belfast. Predominantly Catholic republicans, who were
pushing for reunification with Ireland, and largely Protestant unionists, who viewed Northern Ireland as a legitimate
part of the United Kingdom, reached out their hands and agreed to peace for the first time.
The Irish Republican Army (IRA), which, depending on one's views, could be seen either as a terrorist group or as
freedom fighters, agreed to disarm at the time. Republicans and Unionists then built a joint regional government
that has since collapsed several times -- most recently in 2017. There are still armed groups on both sides today
seeking to torpedo the peace process.
Gerry Adams, 69, was one of the architects of the Good Friday Agreement. He headed the Sinn Féin political party,
which was considered the political arm of the IRA. Adams still represented the party (Louth Constituency) in the Dáil,
the Irish parliament in Dublin until he retired in February 2020. British authorities continue to maintain that he was a
commander in the IRA, a claim which Adams denies.
DER SPIEGEL: Mr. Adams, 20 years after the Good Friday Agreement, republican and unionist parties are fiercely
divided, and violence is increasing on Northern Irish streets. Is that what peace looks like in Northern Ireland?

Adams: I wouldn't exaggerate the situation. There's probably more violence in any German city at this time than
there is in the north.
DER SPIEGEL: Paramilitary-style acts of revenge in Germany are very rare. In Northern Ireland, however, they have
increased by 60 percent in the last four years.
Adams: That's residual. There are small, non-representative groups. They don't have any real capacity. They certainly
don't have any popular support. The IRA had a great deal of popular support when it was in its ascendency and the
capacity to conduct a war against the British. Thankfully, that's over. The IRA is gone.
DER SPIEGEL: A group is involved in the current conflict that calls itself the "New IRA." Who are they?
Adams: I'm not here to explain any of these groups. I think most of them are criminals without any political support.
There is now a democratic way, a popular, peaceful way to bring about Irish unity.
DER SPIEGEL: But there are clearly still a lot of weapons around in the north. And now Brexit is coming. Does it have
the potential to torpedo the whole peace process?
Adams: The British government conducted a referendum on Brexit totally ignoring, perhaps oblivious to, the damage
it would do to Ireland. The north voted against Brexit. If the English Tories have their way, there will be a hard
economic border. That's going to be totally and absolutely disastrous.
DER SPIEGEL: Would that bring back the violence?
Adams: Your questions suggest that there is a volcano ready to explode. No. The vast, vast majority of people value
the peace process. It [the peace process] is, in my opinion, not under threat. And the way to go forward in the first
instance about Brexit is for designated special status for the north. It's to keep the north within the European Union
to avoid economic hardships.
DER SPIEGEL: That would infuriate the Northern Irish unionists upon whose support Prime Minister Theresa May's
minority government depends. And a hard border between the north and the south would be intolerable for the
republicans. It's a Catch 22 [a situation where you’re damned if you do and damned if you don’t].
Adams: More important than the republicans or the loyalists is that if the economy is fractured, the ordinary folks
are the ones who are going to suffer. In the north and in the south. It won't affect Theresa May.
DER SPIEGEL: Many people in Northern Ireland say that even the smallest customs hut at the border will be
attacked. To protect it, there would be police, which would create even more targets. It could spiral into a vicious
circle.
Adams: Of course, it would be a provocation and there are always dangers. But as someone who has survived 30
years of fighting, I can assure you there will be no return to the past. All that's done. That's over. It's finished with.
DER SPIEGEL: You were 17 when you joined the fight. Why?
Adams: I came from a very poor, working-class neighbourhood in Belfast. We had no inside toilet. We had no hot
water. We had a water tap in the yard at the back of the house. And that was common for people from that
background. I ended up going to a grammar school in West Belfast. And in 1964, on my way to school, I witnessed
the state police attacking an election office. There was a general election. Sinn Féin was banned. It was outlawed.
Newspapers were banned, emblems, symbols, recordings. The Irish national flag was actually also outlawed. I went
down to the government publishing office and bought a copy of the Special Powers Act, just out of curiosity. And I
read what the British state was entitled to do on our island. And then I had some explanation for the poverty in
which people like us were living. So, I joined Sinn Féin. That's my sort of course into republican and other activities.
DER SPIEGEL: You also fought on the street. Did you ever shoot at people?
Adams: No.
DER SPIEGEL: Is violence a legitimate means with which to reach one's aims?
Adams: I think in given circumstances. And the circumstances at that time in the north were that people were being
denied their rights. The English occupiers refused to concede those and in fact attacked the demonstrators. The
most disastrous mistake that the English government made is that they handed the situation over to the generals.
That always leads to a militarization of the situation. Military people are not there to pacify; they are there to
subjugate.
DER SPIEGEL: The IRA wasn't there to pacify either.
Adams: The people that I know didn't go to war. The war came to us. I woke up one morning, and the British Army
were in occupation of the local school, the local football pitch, the local social centre, the roadblocks were up. They

were stopping you. They were throwing you up against the wall. They were arresting you. They were molesting
women, and so on and so on.
DER SPIEGEL: You have defended IRA violence on multiple occasions as "legitimate resistance." As a devout Catholic,
how do you reconcile that with your faith?
Adams: It's still my view that the use of armed actions in the given circumstances is a legitimate response. Whether
you exercise that right is another issue. And of course, there were many things that the IRA did which were wrong.
And I both condemned at the time and deplore and regret it to this time.
DER SPIEGEL: Was there a single defining moment for you that convinced you to search for a peaceful solution?
Adams: I would argue that I always wanted peace. Remember, I was politically active before the conflict started.
DER SPIEGEL: The republican movement considered every concession to be a form of betrayal. What made you so
sure you wouldn't wind up with a bullet in your head when you began pushing for peace with the archenemy?
Adams: First, it was not only me. Within Sinn Féin, we decided as a group that we wanted to reach out to our
unionist neighbours. We weren't going to get the type of republic we wanted unless Sinn Féin became a political
party that could be in the vanguard of bringing that about. Of course, it was risky. But look, and I don't want to be
sounding blasé [indifferent] about this, there already would've been a long queue of people trying to shoot people
like me.
DER SPIEGEL: Was it tougher to convince the hardliners within your own ranks or the side of your opponents?
Adams: The hardest negotiation is always with your own side.
DER SPIEGEL: By the time you finally reached the Good Friday Agreement in 1998, more than 3,500 people were
dead. Was it worth it?
Adams: Well, it's hard to measure it in those ways. Of course, it would've been far better if not one person was killed
or injured. But you don't pursue and you don't get progress without struggle. And I say that as someone who has lost
a lot of family members and friends and who has been tortured and shot myself. I've been there, and I've been at
many, many funerals. But of course, you can only measure all of this at the end of all of this. And I do believe that
Irish unity is going to be the reality.
DER SPIEGEL: But hundreds of innocent civilians were killed for that cause.
Adams: Many armed groups were involved in the conflict. Regardless of who was responsible, I regret all the dead.
Our cause and our commitment must be to ensure it never happens again.
DER SPIEGEL: Have you ever forgiven your enemies?
Adams: Yes. I learned a long time ago the only person who will suffer from hatred is yourself. I negotiated for the
release of loyalist prisoners, the guys that shot me. Obviously, they were dreadfully bad shots. And in fairness to
them, they were doing what they thought was right.
DER SPIEGEL: And could your enemies ever forgive you?
Adams: You can't generalize like that. There are still people out there who detest either the British or the unionists
or the IRA or whoever the other protagonists were. But you can't make that an obstacle to going forward.
DER SPIEGEL: If you look at Northern Ireland now, Catholics and Protestants are even more segregated than they
were. They send their kids to different schools, they bury their dead in different graveyards.
Adams: You are right, the issue of sectarianism and the issue of a segregated society is very disappointing. At the
same time, the 12th of July, which was always a sort of most troublesome part of the year, has been relatively
peaceful for the last number of years. Issues around (the Protestant) Orange Order marches coming into (Catholic)
communities which didn't want them -- that has mostly been sorted.
DER SPIEGEL: But it still feels like people in Northern Ireland are walking on very thin ice.
Adams: You can't undo history in a few years. In the north, it was always about people fighting for their rights and
others trying to hold them down. And it still is. That may sound a bit odd in the year 2018, but that's the reality of it.
DER SPIEGEL: Was it a mistake that there was never a truth commission modelled after the one in South Africa?
Adams: Sinn Féin wants a truth commission, an independent international truth recovery process. The British
government doesn't.
DER SPIEGEL: In a united Ireland, unionists would be in the minority in the future. Do you really think that would
settle the conflict for good?

Adams: It depends on what sort of united Ireland we will have. We need one that is agreed upon by the people and
that underpins the rights of everyone. All the unionist parties have not signed up for the general position that, if the
people democratically vote for a united Ireland, they have to accept that. So, we have a big job to do. Do we have
the ability to create an Ireland in which people are treated equally? Yes, we do.
DER SPIEGEL: Let's assume there will be a vote. And let's assume there will be a 52 to 48 percent outcome for
unification. What happens then?
Adams: The way democracy works in most societies is that you vote, and whoever gets the most votes wins, right?
That is what was agreed in the Good Friday Agreement. But in terms of both a sustainable and stable transition from
the current situation to a new Ireland, we're quite open to that being done in a phased way. To a certain degree, it
has to move at the pace of the slowest passenger. Everyone needs ownership of the future.
DER SPIEGEL: Could Brexit open the door for a united Ireland?
Adams: Brexit is such a disaster that I don't want to leave myself open to even an accusation of exploiting it. So, I
would go no further than to say that it has alerted people who wouldn't be united Irelanders to the awful
consequences if we saw a hard border on the island of Ireland. Now there's cooperation on health, on energy and
agriculture, on industry and enterprise and waterworks. There's so much happening across the island, and it's all to
the mutual benefit of everybody on the island. So, most people would be alert to the disaster. And nobody knows
how this is going to turn out.
DER SPIEGEL: Sinn Féin has seven elected members of parliament in Northern Ireland who could move into the
House of Commons in London but have refused out of tradition. Why doesn't the party abandon this position to
change the game in British politics?
Adams: First, it wouldn't change the game numerically. But the main reason that we won't do that is because we're
not mandated to do that. The people had a choice. They could've voted for a range of other parties. What they've
done is basically turned their backs on Westminster.
DER SPIEGEL: Isn't the main reason that Sinn Féiners couldn't bring themselves to swear an oath to the Queen?
Adams: That's a fundamental issue, of course. But we also wouldn't go to the Bundestag (Germany's federal
parliament). And you know why? Because it's not our parliament. We have to sort things out on our island.
DER SPIEGEL: You recently stepped down as the leader of Sinn Féin. Mission accomplished?
Adams: Well, in that job, yes. It's quite a relief. I'm not going to leave the party or stop being an activist though.
Familiarize yourself with the following terms (highlighted in bold in the text above):
Sinn Féin Party:
The Good Friday Agreement:
The ‘Troubles’:
Special Status (within the EU):
Special Powers Act:
Truth Commission (based on the South African model):
To ‘Synthesise’ the perspectives offered in this handout, consider the following questions:
1. Evaluate the source of this interview. How reliable do you consider it to be?
2. How does Gerry Adams come across in the interview?
3. On what grounds does Adams support the claim in the headline that “the Use of Armed Actions Is
Legitimate”? Do you find his justifications convincing? Explain your answer.
4. What response do you think Thomas Hobbes would make to the position outlined by Adams? Support
your answer with reference to specific terminology that Hobbes would use.
5. What similarities and/or differences can you identify between how Adams and Mandela presented their
justification for the threat and use of violence? Cite specific examples in your response.
6. Based on the evidence and perspectives presented in this entire handout, respond to the following
questions: “Does violence have a place in today’s politics or is it best left in the past?”

