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naturally been followed by waves of anger, and a powerful desire to return to the

status-quo-ante:—Iris important however to reflect on what has happened, for a

careful-anal-vsis-may-help preventTuturenTristakes-—

The current phase of the process, brought to an end by the IRA bomb at Canary

Wharf, began in late 1992. Prior to this it was believed that no agreement could span

the parties from Sinn Fein to the DUP. Peace and stability would only be constructed

by negotiating a settlement supported by a majority on both sides. The strength of the

settlement and its overwhelming support would marginalize the extremists, and a

stable peace could be created, albeit with some difficulty. In late 1992 however a

new proposition was introduced by Albert Reynolds, and subsequently John Hume.

agreeing, I found it difficult to be persuaded that Sinn Fein could sign up for what

they would describe as a unionist veto and an acceptance of partition. Mr Reynolds

■!

The Ideal must not become the Enemy of the Good

This strategy suggested that the Republican Movement.iyaS tiring of terrorism.ted 
A }

whiie-the-i^sourees-rerrrained to prosecute-an-almost-endless-canrpaign-thero-was-no-

-mdicaten^f^mntinen  ̂ ll-was said-^-ra-t if Republicans were assisted

to find a route into democratic politics^the-vioIeuee-could^be-breuglif-te-aH-end--

/-The shock-felt-by-nrost of us when we heard of'the end of the IRA~ceasefire-has

-pe-smauentl-y-. When I discussed this approach with Mr Reynolds at the time, he was 

very clear^’The 'principle of consent', as-it-wasdatei^tttHrnedniTrtlreHJmnFBeclaration 

o£T9-93, was the only basis on which a settlement could be built. While entirely
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have to accept it.

They were persuaded that there was now an alternative strategy for achieving a United

feature within nationalism. End the violence, and a Nationalist Consensus can be built

which will encompass all the nationalist parties in Ireland, and Irish-America.

Together this consensus will be powerful enough,•espeeially-with-the-incipient-threat

oCa-rettirn-to-violenee, to pressure the British who can cajole or coerce the unionists

into Joint Authority, on the way to a United Ireland.

At first all was well, but when the Forum for Peace and Reconciliation was

the assistance of other nationalists. It was not about accepting the reality of the Joint

Declaration, the Frameworks Documents, or any other accommodation with partition.

On this analysis the bomb at Canary Wharf was always coming. - The-Forum-Repbrl—'

aird-the^Milchdl-Report-explaimits tiiniiigT'aitd the-fow-whieh-followcdJohn Major's

1 believe that the understanding of the Republican Movement was rather different.

was adamant that this was the only realistic prospectus on offer, and Sinn Fein would

'established in Dublin it became apparent that few others shared the Republican aim, 
S.f. f tC -------- —c-y,- '

an<l wlieiUhG-Eor-uH^produced"its'repoTt_fecehtly"SinirFeiii’was unable-to-sign up. 
- J,---2—A-

The Nationalist COpbensus could not b^cghstructed on the-Sinn-Fein agenda. The 
/ A I y'' , 4 s

Mitchell Commissidn Report deaft-a-furthei-blow-wlien-it-required-commitments to

dismantle the IR/^, destroy its arsenal, and accept the outcome of All-Party Talks, / 
, tzM> b~TU!'—' Provo /

V whatever the result. This was too much for the Irish Republican Army Council. )

For them the Peace Process was about achieving a United Ireland in short stages with

Ireland. This prospectus read as follows. The violence is the major dividing
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speeeluin the-I-Iouse’oF€ommons gavETt-the best possible political context, butfjf the

wit+i-only-Tlfe-streh^i oftlveiT^iTgTim’cntrjrticl norworfc—Why-wait-

tint444he-eiiel-crFt-he-poiitical track and the possibility of^tlTPafty^Falksrwhere-the-

<idded4rrptitdfHh^ British Government woufd“brihg-an-even-woree

-cratconiedharrthed5tn^imT=Post-lvlitchell they would als<rbe~tmdei,-pressure to-9e-

pQlitiGian-the-meHTod'is"iinp'o7(aiit7Uhdeinocratic structures or methods, cannot be

ju4jjlcd_sin4>ly they deliver a particular outcome.

It had been hoped by SDLP, Fianna Fail and others, that with the benefits of financial

■SiHn-Fe+H-politiciansTvhat-they^nTaysay^ln^a-democratic^society-itis-tiie----

detnoer-aticalLyudj^dxpoliticiailSl'Adlo^tell flie.generals wlrarro'dornot the-other-way

For Republicans the aim can be achieved by any means, political, violent, or a

-^ffbenb- This implies that future ceasefires will be similarly tactical, and that Sinn

assistance, democratic respectability, political alliances, and enormous publicity, the

Republican Movement could compromise on that fundamental. It seems that this is

Gonnnissif>n-at44ie-same-tTme_as seeingtheh"arguments;being4in^i'tched"at the-All-

-P-arty'-Tafks— i

combination. The aim of a United Ireland is fundamental, and perceived likely 

effectiveness, not morality, is the arbiter of the method, ^-his-informs-thei-i decisiun- 

inak-H-rg-sti;iiehire-their-disciplTne7arrd4heir’metlTcrdcrlngyrForadenioeiiat+e—

H'

IRA was not going to see the Irish Peace Process deliver its aims, then a return to 

violence was always an option, and the threat of the return to violence was always 

more powerful than outdated Republican argument. (A<4H+ng4e4he-table^in=Dublin----

not so., T4sedrish=RcpubiicaiiArnry^Gouncil inakes-the-decTsionsrand fellrth^etected'' i w
I



Fein is not in a position to deliver the dismantling of the IRA short of a completion of

has been based, was faulty.

accommodated to the new order. In the Middle East the negotiated settlement has left

I lamas and the Jewish fundamentalists still using violence to try to bring it down. In

almost every other circumstance the ideal of everyone being satisfied with the

outcome has proved elusive. Why should we be different?

If we must return to the more solid ground of the previous analysis, how would this

inform the next phase? Firstly, democratic politics must take centre stage again,

after the diversions of recent times. We must complete the Twin-Track Initiative.
4

The Mitchell Report which addressed the Arms Issue has been published. The

The example of-Dayton

ns-has-urrfortunaie resonance’srbTit_tlre_pThTCipies_ofintensityand-urgency-are-very—

i;easonabte7ZJohn.Majods_up-coming-papei-arising^ouLoffFismieetings_witlr-the-Party •

J

Fein--shotild-be-free to

/
staiidUrurta-eotnrmtfnent-i'nust-be-aeliieved-

proxftni ty^d isetts'siwisHJwhrvvHh-Hrt wo-weeks'crfrtliaftpniiT serrousmegotiations-wi 11

Political Track whose purpose was to reach agreement on how we achieve All-Party

I1 The-time can be made up by an uTgenTintensificat-ion-of

the aim. The evidence suggests that the analysis on which the last three years of work

In South Africa the White Right were never

Talks, is iwt-ytteenniffleted., T‘ 

discussions-between4he4wo-&overtiTnents and the parties?

ing-Sinn'

/

K

.<JLeadei^reeds-todje-shared-with4he-Ir-ish-GovernnTeTTt;4^^
—y- "7

-adopted but^eeil-the-two-|joveniniiiilts.^^H-t-it43eGoines-clear-tlTaCthc:onlyzwa-y-lo-get

-to-T^lksmsrto^av^anZeL^riom^t’liemalTpartiesTTTchTdr

Ivanee, perhaps m thencuntext-ofrthe



M-U-sddJhat-ai^deeheivw  ̂ hfottbt-iCJthe

tliemetfafcthitfThos^

be-prosecuted oiilv-bv-demoeiafi.e=m.eans—

-Tojol:ch

nt in full, and"tlTis_hicludes41ie-two;seriii-a<weirtanc.ejinh e

y^acaa,....

agreement. In that circumstance it will necessary, either for the two Governments to

proceed to implement the Frameworks Documents, or for what the South Africans

called 'a sufficient consensus' of the parties to achieve a negotiated settlement, on

It is time for the good to come together, and not tobecomes the enemy of the good.

It is possible that the All-Party Talks, tfancbhowevcr-theyJiapp.cn,-will not reach a full

rate-this we must
I

lOst-eleetioH-negotiations —

be seduced by what may be an unattainable ideal.
/z /

experience of thc-Repnblic ofTFelhnd Jptfecent years would supp’ortThaTcontent-ion-oi- •• 

rOTnd^bytltertWiltflo-change^

zf t

~ -WetfaceTliepossihilityat thiTpbiih tFaflhei^winTTtftffuiTTerJeclaTe ’dxeasefirc:—I-
- a pir^dwnf^liing there iTa detfacto cessation-—

JsrmpeFfodr^Jdiat woiTldTrigger.a'catratfd'ihous/e"ganie ratlieTlikerthe-disp.ute_Qvei__, 

tiy^gqrd^i™nence'^SjtfirFein would dghiand-adHnssioi^^ -

aasjibsdeSSy-aweasefire:~Bniefflsts-aadlEEEGa^^
Z / .u&°
-theTRA—wh ieh-woultfhdt-obl ige; and- so on.

rpmries^ltfcli-wisl^lo^

litcheirRi

flwITpetspeefive—Rraf^haverthei  ̂ who supporpthe aspirations

^a£8iSff;ehr^imeT>UP nave the right to have .Uidse^Vfevv^&xp^ged^buTtheyHiTOSt

which the future can be built.. The ideal of unanimity is a good one, but in politics, 
/

clutching to ideals divorced from reality leads to fundamentalism, and the ideal then

■ ... / 7
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The Ideal must not become the Enemy of the Good

The shock felt by most of us when we heard of the end of the IRA ceasefire has

naturally been followed by waves of anger, and a powerful desire to return to the

It is important however to reflect on what has happened, for astatus quo ante.

careful analysis may help prevent future mistakes.

The current phase of the process, brought to an end by the IRA bomb at Canary

Wharf, began in late 1992. Prior to this it was believed that no agreement could span

the parties from Sinn Fein to the DUP. Peace and stability would only be constructed

by negotiating a settlement supported by a majority on both sides. The strength of the

settlement and its overwhelming support would marginalize the extremists, and a

stable peace could be created, albeit with some difficulty. In late 1992 however a

new proposition was introduced by Albert Reynolds, and subsequently John Hume.

This strategy suggested that the Republican Movement was tiring of terrorism, and

while the resources remained to prosecute an almost endless campaign, there was no

indication of imminent victory or defeat. It was said that if Republicans were assisted

to find a route into democratic politics, the violence could be brought to an end

permanently. When I discussed this approach with Mr Reynolds at the time, he was

very clear. The 'principle of consent', as it was later outlined in the Joint Declaration

of 1993, was the only basis on which a settlement could be built. While entirely

agreeing, I found it difficult to be persuaded that Sinn Fein could sign up for what

they would describe as a unionist veto and an acceptance of partition. Mr Reynolds



/■I LD. ■ '

was adamant that this was the only realistic prospectus on offer, and Sinn Fein would

have to accept it.

1 believe that the understanding of the Republican Movement was rather different.

They were persuaded that there was now an alternative strategy for achieving a United

feature within nationalism. End the violence, and a Nationalist Consensus can be built

which will encompass all the nationalist parties in Ireland, and Irish-America.

Together this consensus will be powerful enough, especially with the incipient threat

of a return to violence, to pressure the British who can cajole or coerce the unionists

into Joint Authority, on the way to a United Ireland.

At first all was well, but when the Forum for Peace and Reconciliation was

established in Dublin it became apparent that few others shared the Republican aim,

and when the Forum produced its report recently Sinn Fein was unable to sign up.

The Nationalist Consensus could not be constructed on the Sinn Fein agenda. The

Mitchell Commission Report dealt a further blow when it required commitments to

dismantle the IRA, destroy its arsenal, and accept the outcome of All-Party Talks,

whatever the result. This was too much for the Irish Republican Army Council.

For them the Peace Process was about achieving a United Ireland in short stages with

the assistance of other nationalists. It was not about accepting the reality of the Joint

Declaration, the Frameworks Documents, or any other accommodation with partition.

On this analysis the bomb at Canary Wharf was always coming. The Forum Report

and the Mitchell Report explain its timing, and the row which followed John Major's

Ireland. This prospectus read as follows. The violence is the major dividing
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speech in the House of Commons gave it the best possible political context, but, if the

IRA was not going to see the Irish Peace Process deliver its aims, then a return to

violence was always an option, and the threat of the return to violence was always

more powerful than outdated Republican argument. Coming to the table in Dublin

with only the strength of their mandate and their argument, it did not work. Why wait

until the end of the political track and the possibility of All-Party Talks, where the

added input of the unionists and the British Government would bring an even worse

outcome than the Forum. Post-Mitchell they would also be under pressure to De

commission at the same time as seeing their arguments being unstitched at the All

Party Talks.

For Republicans the aim can be achieved by any means, political, violent, or a

combination. The aim of a United Ireland is fundamental, and perceived likely

effectiveness, not morality, is the arbiter of the method. This informs their decision

making structure, their discipline, and their methodology. For a democratic

politician the method is important. Undemocratic structures or methods, cannot be

justified simply on the basis that they deliver a particular outcome.

It had been hoped by SDLP, Fianna Fail and others, that with the benefits of financial

assistance, democratic respectability, political alliances, and enormous publicity, the

not so. The Irish Republican Army Council makes the decisions, and tells the elected

Sinn Fein politicians what they may say. In a democratic society it is the

democratically elected politicians who tell the generals what to do, not the other way

This implies that future ceasefires will be similarly tactical, and that Sinnabout.

z?Z,£>/ /2. !<*> t'° <2. : II

Republican Movement could compromise on that fundamental. It seems that this is
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Fein is not in a position to deliver the dismantling of the IRA short of a completion of

the aim. The evidence suggests that the analysis on which the last three years of work

In South Africa the White Right were neverhas been based, was faulty.

accommodated to the new order. In the Middle East the negotiated settlement has left

Hamas and the Jewish fundamentalists still using violence to try to bring it down. In

almost every other circumstance the ideal of everyone being satisfied with the

Why should we be different?outcome has proved elusive.

If we must return to the more solid ground of the previous analysis, how would this

inform the next phase? Firstly, democratic politics must take centre stage again,

after the diversions of recent times. We must complete the Twin-Track Initiative.

The Mitchell Report which addressed the Arms Issue has been published. The

Political Track whose purpose was to reach agreement on how we achieve All-Party

Talks, is not yet completed. The time can be made up by an urgent intensification of

discussions between the two Governments and the parties. The example of Dayton

is has unfortunate resonances, but the principles of intensity and urgency are very

reasonable. John Major's up-coming paper arising out of his meetings with the Party

Leaders needs to be shared with the Irish Government, and an agreed approach

adopted between the two Governments. If it becomes clear that the only way to get

to Talks, is to have an election, then all parties including Sinn Fein should be free to

stand, but a commitment must be achieved in advance, perhaps in the context of the

proximity discussions, that within two weeks of that poll, serious negotiations will

commence.



It is said that an election would be more divisive than a referendum. 1 doubt if the

experience of the Republic of Ireland in recent years would support that contention, or

the notion that those who are on the losing side, feel bound by the result, to change

their perspective. People have the right to differ. Those who support the aspirations

of Sinn Fein and the DUP have the right to have those views expressed, but they must

be prosecuted only by democratic means.

We face the possibility at this point that there will be no further declared ceasefire. 1

can imagine a situation where after a period of bombing there is a de facto cessation

for a period. That would trigger a cat and mouse game rather like the dispute over

the word 'permanence'. Sinn Fein would demand admission on the basis that there

Declaration by the IRA , which would not oblige, and so on. To obviate this we must

agree that those parties which wish to participate in the post-election negotiations

must do so in acceptance of the Mitchell Report in full, and this includes the two

Governments.

It is possible that the All-Party Talks, if and however they happen, will not reach a full

agreement. In that circumstance it will necessary, either for the two Governments to

proceed to implement the Frameworks Documents, or for what the South Africans

called 'a sufficient consensus' of the parties to achieve a negotiated settlement, on

The ideal of unanimity is a good one, but in politics,which the future can be built.

clutching to ideals divorced from reality leads to fundamentalism, and the ideal then

It is time for the good to come together, and not tobecomes the enemy of the good.

be seduced by what may be an unattainable ideal.

was obviously a ceasefire. Unionists and the British Government would demand a

4LD/ A



16 February 1996Dr John Alderdice, Alliance Party Leader


