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THE IRISH LEAKED DOCUMENT: FURTHER.COMMENTS
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proposed. However it appears that the Irish would be required to do
no more than endorse Article 1 of the Anglo-Irish Agreement which
they have already endorsed and to which they are committed, whereas
the British would be expected to acknowledge, by some means which
are not spelled out, both the goal of Irish unity, and also the need
to give "meaningful operational expression and opportunity"
(whatever that means) to the objective of unity. There is no
specific suggestion of any amendment of Articles 2 and 3. The
explicit reference to the formulation of Article 1 of the
Anglo-Irish Agreement (hardly calculated to appeal to Unionists!)
makes it quite clear that the Irish Government is not offering any
formulation which would recognise Northern Ireland to be part of the
United Kingdom. We would need to press for them to be more
forthcoming on both these points. On the other hand, the British
side of the formulation seemed designed both to endorse the goal of
Irish unity (which I cannot see us being able to do), and to require

practical steps leading in this direction.

5. Paragraphs 19 and 20 fall into the same trap as the Opsahl
Commission report, in appearing to identify only two communities,
without defining them. This formulation ignores the existence of

the Alliance Party and similar cross—community bodies.

6. On paragraphs 21 to 23, regarding North/South institutions, the
main problem, besides those referred to by Mr Watkins, is that the

lead role on the UK side appears to be that taken by HMG at
Westminster, rather than by the new devolved assembly 1n Northern

Ireland.

7. Paragraph 28 appears to me to make the new political

institutions in Northern Ireland formally answerable to the

Intergovernmental Conference. The only way I can construe this

paragraph is that the Conference should possess quasi-judicial

powers in relation to allegations of discrimination, and

quasi-executive powers in the event of a manifest breakdown 1in the
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institutions or in theilr effectiveness. The Conference has powers

of guaranteelng, intervening, and exacting redress, with the clear

implication that these powers would no longer belong to HMG alone.

This is a totally different set of powers from those belonging to

the present IGC, which gives merely a kind of consultative role to

the Irish Government, and explicitly preserves each side’s

sovereignty and area of jurisdiction. Paragraph 29 of the document
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8. It would of course be possible f
Tactically, there could be

document for negotiating purposes.
advantage 1n our doing so, if the Irish confirm 1t as official

(which now looks pretty unlikely); and 1t certainly conflrms that

+he Irish position has recently moved towards a greater realism 1n
However it 1s regrettable that, although many of the

some respects.
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