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Introduction

Jand has be

Hying principles of both the Britsh and Irsh governments when dealing with Norther
kto terrorists. Policy towards Northern Ireland has, by and arge, bee:
there have been brief periods when the Britsh government have eniered

becn the exception and were usually followed by a hardening of artitud

towards terorism. All the major attempts to make progress in Northe  post 1968. the Sunningdale
nitiative; the Constitutional Convention; the Atkins taks; Jim Priors Rolling Devolution; the Anglo-Irish
Agreement (AIA) and the Brooke-Mayherw alks were based on the principle of exclusion. The logic behind

the exclusion policy was that the ke

he constitutons

hed reached agreement on how

consider whether a

o the Northern Ireland problem was to broker an agreement betvs

sm and nationalism. 1t was believed that when the constitutional partes

intergovernmental co-operation be

argued that the apparent shift within republicanism was inst

19905 there had been a re-<valuation of tactcs an

0 considered

nning to question the rationale behind exclusion. Dublin and London begs

clusion might not be more succe

an 10 shif from how to shore up the centre and proteet it from the

mes int the centre. This paper asscsses the reasons for this poicy shif

umental in persusding the two goverments to




was it that afer 5o many years seeking to exclude the IRA &

w0 goverments began to consider how republicans could

explanaion lies i a series of inter-relats

hif begs

W insulate the political process from them the

s and reappraisals: the failure of the laest exclusion based

initativ; changes of personnel within the two goverments; and evidence of a strategic reappraisal within

the republican movement and of the republican movemen

Northern reland Ofice minister, Michael Ancram, was delegated 1o atiempt o get

leaders o restart thetalks process'. In rality though by this time the

ew tlks process the SDLP we

alks on the same basis. By the end of the Brooke:

orthern Ireland as a disappointing but temporary setback. Publicly the

ernments remained committed fo restating the inter-party talks and indeed as late as Septen

e waslitle chance of restarting the

distracted and less than fully engaged. The suggested reason for this apparent lack of commitment was

politcal wing, Sinn Féin, Gerry Adams  Unionists were decply suspi

with Adams

and were unlikely to re-enter th talks process whilst Hume was i

scems to have

hough the Brooke-Mayl

of the debate in Northern Ireland. Th

 succeeded in changing the paramee

10 be the SDLP leader, John Hume's, pre-occupation with his dialogue with the

talks had made progress they did not come close o reaching

d should be governed. They were perhaps the most successful round of a

4 to make a breakihrough

cious of the Hume-Adams dialogue

n convinced that it was possible o persuade the IRA to end violence and he was primari

party talks




e s

ey would consider  replacement for the AIA, they would not bandon it Th

failure of yet another in

] Another key fator n ¢

1 leadership in Landon and Dublin. The ousting o
positive step i terms of Northen Ircland polic
pandling of the 198

republican loathing as  result of the kiling ofth
close fiend, Airey by et republic

Kill her and most of her government with the |

that Mrs Thatcher would have

his own admission, “knew very little of Northem

aret Thatcher was more conscious
ajor became Prime Ministe, rall
ive and Unionis

that link with the unionis
is is obviously not to suggest that J

Major

with Dublin as b

sovernments had made it cls

ew reality orced
nd so de facto acknowledge theright of the rish dimensir
hat dimension to the ¢ nationalists demanded. Th

Mrs Thatcher in November

Republicans loathed A

strike in which 10 republican prisoners died. Mr

rsue  policy that rested upon
ious ministerial expe
Ireland” This lack of baggs
of the unionist past of the Co

by the time he became a
. 50 he didn't have emotiona

n 1979 and the

spokesman, and

olitical beckground
epublicans




{hat was at least in part designed o appeal o republicans and address th

sis of the Norther [rcland

Similarly the replacing of Charles Haughey as Iish Taoiseach (prime minister) by Albert Reynolds in 1992 /

removed a potential bstacle on the Irish side. Haughey was at lcat a distrusted by unionists as Mrs

Thatcher was by republicans. Although Haughey would not hay tive based on

inclusion and had indecd authorised covert

xcts betuween his adviser on Northern Ireand, Dr Martin

problematic. The development of an inclusion-based policy was a fraught

cise and both goverments

were very keen 10 avoid alenating unionists s f as poss

le. Reynolds,like Major, came without bagaags

and was seen, and saw himself, as a far more pragmatc politician. As Reynolds's Press Secre

‘Many, many people i Iish politcs have stor

efs aboutall this. Reynolds i just a business

don'tthink he would have a republican bone in

body and indeed not even a nationalist bone r

ilst the unionists may nt have trusted Reynolds they did not have the antipathy to him that they had to

Haughey and were less suspicious of him as a esult

claration idea could ot have happened unde
the leadership of Margaret Thatcher and Charles Haughey. For ll her professed unionism Mrs Thatcher had

iaughey although mistrusted by unionisis may have found it ven casic

0 deal with

republicans than Reynolds did. i the case th

 that the change of laders removed prejudices that were

i the North towards the leaders of the two governments. Individuals are les

important than the events on the ground but leaders

do more than merely respond to the everts, the

trumental in shaping them. In this respect the commitment of Major and Reynolds to the joint

with the less stringent view in which they were held by the partcipants to th

tibutory, though not the defining, factor n the move from exclusion to inclusion




9905 the lectoral fortunes of Sinn Feéin had reached a plateau. In the North Sin Féi

the vote ofthe SDLP - but secured less than 2

“ nsistently polled around 1% -only arou

ctions in the Republic. Sinn Féin had entered the clectoral arena in the carly 1980s with the avowed

cing the SDLP as the main voice of nationaliss in Northem Ircland. However the

ntention unrealistic. Tt was impossible o “take power in

d advocated in 19

d 11 people

Atrocites such as the Enniskillen bombing in 1987 when the IRA kil
el

brance Day parade prevented Sinn Fein appealing to @ wider electoral base. Gerry Adams

acknowledged the damage that Enniskillen did to such plans claiming “our efforts o broaden our base hay
ost certainly been upset n all the areas we have selested for expansion. This s particalarly true for the
South and interationally. Our plans for expansion have blow".” Henry Paterso

s as being important n leading t0  rethink within the republican moverment

e evident

contradictionin th

armallit and ballot box” strategy, together with the failure o displace the SDLP an

political marginalisation inthe Republic, had begun to generate debate within republicanism

Siven the secretive nature of the IRA it s difficut o know the extent of the divisions within the republican

movement but the

was undoubtedly a debate within republicanism regarding the role of violence and s

effect on republicanism’s poitial appeal. Whilst the IRA campaign of violence continued it w

inlikely that the SDLP, Dublin or mainstream Irsh

openly co-operate with Sinn Féin

Although it s difficult © comprehensively sate the reasons for and nature of, the

republicanism most commentato

hat a debate was taking place. By the early 1990 the t
nents believed, o varying degrees, that this debate could herald a change of thought within
epublicani: nilitary actvity and that the republican movement may be amenable fo over




Closely linked t the debate within the republican movement i the issue of whether the carly 1990s saw

nment’s attitude towards the IRA and Sinn Féin. As carly as 1989 Peter Brooke

change inthe British g

ppeared to be making overtures fowards Sinn Féin when he noted that the IRA could be contained but not

defeated and spoke of the British Government being “flexible and imaginative” if the IRA were to end

violence.” Over the next few years both Brooke and his suceessor, Patrick Mayhew, were to make specches

desi henefits that republicans could secure f the violence was ended. Even during the

aunching of the Brooke Talks the Secretary of Sate repeated that in the event of a ceasefire Sinn Fein would
ation” * (Indecd the British

e allowed 1o join the taks stressing that there would ther be a “totally new si

side actually secr ade in the Brooke-Mayhew ta

Peter Brooke made his most transparent overture on 9 November 1990 in the ‘Whitbread speech’. During his

address 0 the By

sh Association of Canned Food Importers and Distributors held at the Whitbre:

Restaurantin London, Brooke repeated his assertion tha republicans would be allowed to enter the talks af

iolence had ended. On this occasion Brooke went further and dircely addressed the key raison d'tre of

IRA violence. Braoke stated

k/ 1o, erbl s oo B e

/ democratic debate and free democratic choic

nte
s 10t 10 occupy.

hetraditonal republican analysis ofthe Britsh prescnce in Northern Ireland rested on British imperi

selfinterest. During his talks with Gerry Ad

ns in 1988 the SDLP leader, John Hume, had tried to convince




unity was the oppasition of Ulster unionists,

remove the centraltenct that justified the ar

eutral towards Northern Ireland and the
not Britsh imperilism. Hume was uns
document which expressly rejected

continuing involvement i

Britsh assertions of eutraliy. Republicans argucd that the sipulation tha the consen of the majoriy in
Northem Ircland was necessary for constitutional change mear ve unionists a veto’.'* Yet
his wilingness to address republican concerns operly can be seen as a least an indication that the Britsh
Government might be moving towards considering the inclusive approach.

publicans were conducted in the open.

he “back corridor” or ‘back channel’, a line of communicati
The contact had ben used at various times in the past but b
frike.”” The contact between the Britih government and {
1 1990 because the existing Britsh link to the republicans

niroduce a replacement. ' The decisio

Government Representative 0 the

Briish and the TRA. The seric

nitiently between 1990 and Wi

of dispute once the existence of the contact wi

ng widespread anger in Dublin s the Ir

was taken to reactiva

who acted s th

asking of the IRA in return for entry nto

o see o

Briish reactivated

he channel 10 iniroduce the new Britsh

ad the IRA continued

hat the purpose of the exchar

510 becom

had been unaware o




e British side thatthere might be a possibiliy that the IRA w
contemplating an end to violence and as such this possibiliy should be pursued.” Yet it would be wrong to
the Briish decided to embrace inclusiveness and abandon

suggest thatas a result of the exchs

exclusive s  caution on the Briishside over the bone fides of the apparent re-evaluation

occurring within republicanism, This British caution was very important in shaping the development of the

peace process and led to marked friction between the two governments 1993

e British govermment was not the only one sccretly talking to the IRA in the carly 1 y and June

{anna Fail's main Northern trategist, Dr. Martin

1988 Haughey had authorised two.

£

h, accompanicd by a Fianna Fail backbencher, Dermot Ahern, and the i

Haughey stopped the meetings as Sinn Fein had failed o persuade Mansergh and Dermot Ahern tha the

were seriously contemplating an end to violence.” John Hume kept Dubin informed of his own contacts

ans and there was some movement towards the possibilty of a joint declaration by the twe

governments as an attempt to persuade the IRA to abandon violence. Charles Haughey had told John Major

91 that there was a mood for peace within the republican movement. Major

although scepical, agreed to examine the possibilit of working on a joint text. This inital work had o be

\doned in February 1992 when Haughey was ousted from office * Haughey's successor, Albert
Reymolds, was told of the excreise ina “one minute brief from Haughey” and adopted the idea. Reynold

opening of Mansergh's contacts with Sinn Féin in 1992. Through the Mansergh-Sinn

i as well s the reports Dublin received of the Hume-Adams dialogue the Re

within republicanism to abandon violence.

actin concert with the aim of enicing th




violence and this debate was having some effect upon British and Irish governm

hinking. Vet the Britsh

enment in paticular were cautious abaut th exi

ate and whether it actually represented a

e in dircction for the IRA. Robin Butler notes the mixed reaction thatthe apparent suggestior

contempl; end o violence

Was this a way of tring to draw us into direct contact with the IRA which the
and embarrass the Government? On the other hand (the
ognition tha this was a tremendous o

as thisa rap’
ould then publicise and use it to

wunity and if genuine then of ¢
i IRA 10 bring the armed conflic o an end and to (et

Whilstthis apparent movement by republicans o

red opportunitis that

fd to be pur;

tal movement towards inclusion

ate the conditions necessary for

actin concerttowa

he IRA avay from violence and nto

ditcction. Although as carly as 1991 John Major had agreed to discuss the possibilty ofa joint declarat

igned in part to appeal to republicans with the Iish government, the

owning Street Declaration (DSD) was a partcularly stresfl

od in intergovernmental relations. To

factors that made i diffcult for the British and

ion. Although in principle London and Dublin were willing t0 ign up 0 a joi

fonin the hope that it would persuade the IRA o abandon violenc

& s came from different directions,limiting their ability to find common ground.
Febuay 199 cam i .o ket Yo




s on the British side during the negotiation of the DSD was Ulster unionis

One of the greatest constra

1, a5 was noted carlier the AIA had changed the parameters of the debate within Northern

opinion. Althoug

anionist opposition, the British were not willng to repeat the experience

Ireland and had been suppor

of the AIA. The 1985 Agreement had been negotiated without any unionist input or consulation and th

ret Thatcher. The British were

unionist reaction had shocked at least some on the British side
determined that any subsequen intergovermental initiative would not alienate mainstream unionism 10 the

der of the Ulster Urionist Pary,

Major Goverment decided to consult the

same extent. To this end th

fration. This was ot a decision that the

James Molyncaus, and show him drafts of the proposcd joint

Britsh took lightly, as Robin Butler explained:

One of the most diffclt deisions we had o make was a what point e brought i he uionists
Sohn Major wes always anxious that it he did it behind

If, however, he brought in the unionists there could have been an explosion, nota
b i i e e e o e
poing 10 have anything to do with i, and of course
remendous credit from thisis Jim Molyneaux. |

1 think someone who should t
e et LR o s o ki showed i th draf it we hiad ot
o REyinks, s 6 ways I whch e ere ek d it

instrumental in leading to amendments inthe draft declaration. Albert

e consultation with Molyncaux

Reynolds had passed a proposed draft to the Britsh in Junc 1993 The dialogue Hume had been having with
Gerry Adams as well as the contacts Mansergh had had with Sinn Féin heavily influenced this draft** Thi

1 their desie 10 s “the people of Irland live together n urity and

raft had the British acknowles

unity.** According to John Major the draft “was simply nota

harmony” and pledging 1o act as persuaders or u

arer” t was “a Nationalist manifesto, ot a potential agreement™ The reaction of Molyneaux when he

obin

raft persuaded the Britsh Government to drop the dea o a joint declaration and

Butler was despatched to Dublin o tell Reynolds of the decision” (Albert Reynol

e s St e Sy ) oo
s of e coion of el ss P farcrsh, “Th bckgrond o

s consulting the Northern




ch leader, Archbishop Robin Eam sult of Molyneau's objections saved the
e position of Ulster unionists and partiularly James Molyneaux's Ulster Unionist Paty was furthe
Strengthened by the arithmetic at Westminster. By mid 1993 John Major's government was in
precarious position with his majorty badly croded due to a split within Part
Major's courting of the UUP support for a vote of confidence over the Social Chapter o the Maastic
eaty in July 1993 led many to speculate that a deal had been dor the two parties. Although
sides denicd  deal had been done the incident further strined British-Irish relaions and Albert Reynold
threatened to raise his concerns in the US and Europe ifthe Select Commitie the uniorists had long
for at Westminster was set up as result of the issue
However, although the desire by the British govemment to avoid alienating mainstream unionism and the
numbers gam minster may have increased unionist influence over British policy formation, it did no
low unionists to dictae the form of thejoin on iitiative. Molyneaux was able il
balanced declaration -and it s highly unlikely tha the origina drafls would have been acceptable o the
E en without the opposition of Molyneaux- but he was not able o dictate what the declaration said
T unionist leader was unhappy about the eventual inclusion of the ‘no selfsh strategic or cconomic
interest” statement n the inal document but was unable to persuade the Britsh o emove the line.
What s strking about the joint nitative ided i the way in which not only the British but also the Iish
government were very keen t0 ensure that Ulster unionists would not be alienated by the outcome of the
ks. 1t was not only London that wished he unionist backlash tht  caused, Dublin
was o keen to limit any lkely unionist rejccton of the joint declaration. The traditional view of the




Jationship between cach government and the communities in Northern Ireland has been thatthe nationalists

are the “clients’ of Dublin and the unioniss the ‘cliens” of London. This is no t say that each communif

1 follow commands from its sponsor government but historicaly for cltural, historical and ideological

15 and unionists to the British

reasons nationalists have looked to Dublin to protectthei nter overnment

(Though the relationships have often been very strained and the unionistBritish elationship was all b

destroyed by the AIA) Albert Reynolds fltthe relationship that cach government had with ‘their

community in the North would be advaniageous in the ttempt to move (o a inclusion-based policy. Albe

Reynolds argucs that the negotations were 10  large extent underpinned by cach governmen lasing closely

th their tespective northern constituency. Reynolds told Major

you take responsibiliy for ind the loyalsts a
nconais nd e epublicns. I ok wih s Mol

what adjustm be made. By the same token Martin
e e e o (i ey S o

T ahs eponsilty o e

he'd come back to me 10

nserg ,w. me all the inputs from

The British ofte felt that the Iish had an unrealitic view of the Britsh-unionist relationship. Robin Butler

ecalled “Repeatedly they would say, ‘Look. Just make an agreement with us, why do you need to worry

ed ths [ neve

knew

st that Dublin had  greater understanding

nent during the process does

of the constraints that unionist opposition placed on the Briish government

ultimately, on the movement towards inclusion, than their comments indicated. The Iish sought to

he jointdeclaration idea and the rationale of reaching out o republicans that

nderpinned it To this end the Reynolds goverment liased with the unionist community (and loyalis

paramilitary groups) through two Protestant clergymen, Archbishop Robin Fames and Rev Roy Mags

e to find out from loyalists “what they were fighting for, what they wanted




g in any new movement and ¢

John Major to agree and we put them in. So when the Dow

Declaration came out they could

y with it

difference between 1 ind DSD objectives explain to some extent the

cd atitudes and

ensibilites of the two governments towards unioniss concerns. The AIA had in part grown out

with the unionists' failure (o reach an accommodation with nationalists and agree 10 a pover
sharing devolved structure for the North ™ As a result the AIA was, at o level, designed o create
structure for bettr intergovemmental liaison on Northern Ireland i spite of events on the ground in Northern

Ireland. The DSD, however, and the who

dea of inclusion was based on the desire o entice the IRA away

reaction to the republican thre s was though just the fist step n the overall peace process ideal. The

desire for peace, although an important end in tslf, was to be followed by a wider setlement between all

es to the conflict. The hope was that peace would transform the situation i the North. IF peace was to

t0a wider

mmunity within the North, the unionists. This meant tha both governments were avware of the need

10 keep unionism onbo

s result of the reappraisal that unionism had un

aken after the AIA the

and was the offcial primarily responsible, along with Robin Butler, for the DSD negotiation, tresse

You see the atmosphe

was different. The

stood that if

nvolved if they wanted to have an
A had been dravn up over their
0 the point where th

st in the Downing,




different stage of their istory. But because the AIA existed the
he work of the Downing Street Declaration’
that they did not get involed in the ALA negotiations was thatthey were

3 is remarkable with not only the

jon by

pive to the intergovermenal overtures but the two governments being more aware

fiheir wider objectives were to be fulfilled.

the need &

Sisquiet regarding the initative also came from sources much clo
neasy abou the idea of constructing policy a last in part around

within John Major's own cabinet
iable to epublicans. Robin Butler acknowledged the need for Major to proceed

elements in his cabinet and certainly i the party that were profoundly sceptical of

) thi, el that it was a conspiracy to edge Brtain into abandoning the unionists. They had to be
s who knew of the secret

jor decided to widen the circle o

al the time™” When John
ontacts with the republican movement many senor colleagues were uncasy about the nitative. The Home

with Sinn Féin in response to

Sectetary, Kenneth Clarke, was unenthusiasic about the idea of hlding talk
asefire and warned against taking “such a radical departure rom their previously publi

successful ant-terroristline™ * Similarly there seemed to be a lack of enthusiasm within some elements of
he cabinet forthe oint declaration iniiative. The Irish side believed that the Northern Irland Secretary,

Patrick Mayhew, was particularly scepica

prime minister was not alone in facing potential disquiet from colleagues. Reynolds was

cking

sk in pursuing a secret policy that involved officials meeting with Sinn Féin

whils [RA violence continucd. Reynolds was also potentially hindered by the fact

Party. Like Major, Reynolds decided o keep

that he was in a coalition government with th




knowledge of the inclusive initiative and links to Sinn Féin (although indirect) restricted to &

(e of whom was his coaliton partner, Labour leader, Dick Spring). Spring’s chief advsor, Ferg

being told of the intative to bring the
epublicans “in from the cold

struggled with this concept for several days, as | think Dick (Spring) had strugeled before me
flew in the face of everything we had done and said and believed about Northern Ircland throughout
vy involvement in politics. For years we had argued about the need to marginalise the me

e persuaded of the logic o the iniiative on the basis that marginalisation had fu

hose close to Reynolds held simil

ervations. Séan Duignan and Bart Cronin (Head of the Governmes

information Service) were shocked when Reynolds

em of his plans in March 1993 regarding the join

declaration and contacting Sinn Féin. Dui

an recalled it i difficul o pitch back now when everyone

nds with these gu

how untouchable these people were, they were terrorists” " Yet Duignan lke Finlay became convinced o
jc. Reynolds was fully aware of the potential effeet that such a shif in government policy could have

it became public knowledge and so striely imited the crcle of people who knew of the iniiative both
hin his cabinct and his department “My goverment knev...that T was cngaged in some kind o

discussions but it had to be held extremely tght . That's why it was only myselfand Dr. Martin Manser
olved in my own department, nothing on the ofical files orrecords. Thats the way it was done’

e d John Hume had been conducting with Sin Féin's Gerry Adams during the early part of
993 had been instrumenta in establishing under wha circumstances the [RA may be prepared to end the

iolence. Wiilst this was advantageous to the peace process, once the discus:

m ofthe joint declaration dea

was moved onto the intergovermental stage the continuing dialoguc was seen

vemments. From the Britsh point of view the reason that the continuing dialogue, and more importanl




the joint statements Hume and Adams were issuing, became problematic was linked to unionist unease. The

s with Sinn Féin, were very ¢

Britsh, cven though they were secretly in discussion thems

being scen discussing anything that could be linked to Gerry Adams. (As late as 1 Novembes 1993 John

Major told the House of Commons thatan implication from Dennis Skinner “that we should sit down and

{alk with Mr Adams and the Provisional IRA... would turm my stomach and those of most honour

er Hume and Adams issucd a statement claiming to have

members, we will not o t"%) On 24 Sept

concluded their discussions and announced they were passing on their findings to Dublin. (Reynolds, who.

Hume to say thatthe findings were only being forwarded to

was unhappy about the statement, had persuade

Dublinin an atempt o it the damage the announcement did to the joint declaration idea.*) Hume furthes

- e claimed the dialogue he was having

essure on 22 October in the House of Commons

increased the p

1 the most hopeful sign of lasting peace that nin 20 years™ and he urged the

two Governments to “THurry up and deal with it

e Irish were a least as frustrated by Hume's pronouncements as the Brtish. The Irsh Government's

d as there seemed 1o be ltle that was new coming from the Flume-Adams dialogue

nd the announcement that they had made in Scpiember was not followed by  report of the dialogue arivi

in Dublin. Albert Reynolds'press Secretary noted in his diary “I have rarely seen the Taoiseach or

Mansergh so upset”. The Lish fel that Hume was “disconcertingly upping

he rish ranks was notjusta esult of th fear that te pronouncemens of Hume-Adams would cause the

Britsh Government to abandon thejoint declaration iniiaive. At lcast part of the desire by Albert Reynolds

1o rediuce John Hume's input into the intergovernmental negotiations and Hume's unwillingness to be

delined was the resultof both men ha  on the role that would be aftributed to then by futare

historians. Séan Duignan frankly admits

think the Hume-Reynolds thing s basic personal jealousy. John Hume would see himself . as the

Bew and Gilspie p
s Albert Re




nan who started it all, with Adams. He taok huge risks, he ran it and he v
ake the lion share of the credit... These guys were ankle-tap
= prize. It wasn' pleasant to watch but that's politcs, thals the way it works...the

g one another on the way o Oslo fo

didn't rust one another

issued after & meeting in Brussels on 29 October. The s ed that any

stement noted that the two leaders “ag;

initative can only be taken by the two Govern

endorsing the report of the (Hume-Adams) dialogue”. The statement concluded “the two Governments must
mework for peace, stability and reconeiliationt

caused Albert Reynolds problems at his party Ard Fhei

purpose was an attempt o distance the fortheoming joint declaation

Adams in order to placate Ulster unionis

Re-evaluating the Downing Street Declaration

riginating with John Hume and

Although the jointdeclaration idea had undoubtedly been an Irsh itiative, o

e Tbert Reynolds for

ating period. One of the problems with the existin literature on the negot

moved during the neg

he DSD and the origin of the peace process s that it has a tendency to portray the movement from exclusion

1o inclusion as a victory for Irsh negotiating sill, with the Britsh dragged along reluctantly. In what

remains the most informed and informative account of the process, Mallic and MeKittrick assert “the

Declaration was in cffect the culmination of  line of documents which had an input not only from Dublin but

also from Hume, the army council of the IRA. loyalist paramilitry groups and Protes

son between the various drafts that

wlaring omission from thi lst s the British Government. Yeta compy

i & MeKittrck reproduced in their appendices and the final DSD suggest a far more

inally proposed by the Irsh government, John Hume, and Sinn Féin at various stages.




Inthe tish Governmes

riginal draf sent to London the

0 asser that “the Irsh people have the right

collectvely to self-determination,” that they wished t0 see the people of Ireland live in “unity and harmony,

and pledged to “use al theirinfluen

nd energy” o secure agreement for this unity. By the time the DSD

was finalised the

ght ofIish sel-determination although acknowledged was to be exercised “on the basis of

consent, freely and concurrently given, North and South.” This meant that the unit of consent for

nited

Treland had changed from being the isand as & whole to two units within Irland: Northern Ieland and the

Republic. In the DSD

e Britsh stated their wish “to cnabl

how they may live together in harmony and partnership’” rather than stating their desire {0 see then lve in

unity.Clearly many of the key elements that had made the original drafts an unacceptable “nationalist

manifesto” had been cleverly reworded and watered down during the negotiating

he Iish Government the carlierdrafts of the ot o ascertain

the appendices of Mallie & McKit

ick's work, i the main, only contain extracts tha rlate to the Britsh

Government's undertakings. However i the full text of the original document drawn up by Sinn Fein in

February 1992 the Irish Government w

1o not that Irish unity would “be best achicved with the

agreement and the consent of the people of Northern rcland™. But the o

reement of a majoriy in the North

is not a stated prereqisite. This remained the Irsh position inthe draftsent by Dubin to London i June

19937 Inthe actual DSD the undertakings of the Irish Governmentar

plcit. The need for the

of a majority in Northern Ireland to any chan

e in Northern Ieland’s status is included fiv times

cknowledge th

Would be wrong (0 attempt 10 impose a united Ireland, i the
abscnce of the frecly given consent of the majority of people in Northern Ircland “The Iish also agreed &
ncasures designed to address unionist fears and suspicions ofthe South. 1n the DSD Dublin undertook t

review any aspect of Irish society that migh

scen “asa real and substantial threat o (the unionist) way of

and ethos” or could be scer




o the political pocss

The balance that was put into the document during

lements that would risk alienating unionists o an unacceptab

tand counteractthose that they vould

 unpalatable with undertakings by the Iish go designed to reassur

em. “The problem was that
much that

piable to the unionists was seen by the Irish as essential o ensure

RA abandoned

The former Britsh offcial, Sir David Goodall, who had been one of the ke
gotiators of the AIA, summed up this aspect o the DSD.

al called the DSD “a ribute 10 (the British
and Irish) officials who, by skilful drafing and an abundant use of coded language, bave laid a vencer of
sanimity over what ae stil divergent and in some r:

conflcting nterests. The

piece."* So the Irish people have a

i of s

determination, but this cannot be

the Britsh will be facilitators for peace, but ot persuaders for

unity;the Britsh have no strate

cifish or cconomi interest i Ircland, but will uphold the union whilst

93 with the signing of the DSD both the Irish and British governments had moved o ace
o A This not undertaken without much soul-scarching on the partof both
sates. This shift i polic owing beliefin both London and Dublin that there

movement within republicanism towards pursuing their objctives via the politcal rather than military
oute Tt was this m

factors that persuaded the Major and Reynolds goverments to




attempt o find a joint position that would encourage this debate within republicanism. Yet the desie for

peace alone was not enough to ensure thl intergovernmental policy replaced the pilar of exclusion with one

n London and Dubln faced pressures from other quarters to continue with a
exclusion-based policy. Both govermments faced consiaints caused by suspicion of those within Northern

Ireland, thir ow

ernments and the wider public. Also at times the caution of the Britsh government led

o frustration within the Dublin govermen; while the apparent haste of Dublin to tilor policy towa

emed many in the Britsh government. That the two governments were

reassuring republicanism decply cont

able to overcome these consiraints and formalate a common stance designed o persuade republicans to

abandon violence, whilst not complet nachievement. The
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DSD was not, nor was it designed o be, a Solution 1o the Northern Ireland question. What it was was the
nsitutionalising of a new stage of ntergovernmental co-operation based upon inclusion rather than

complex and contradictory. 1t owes its existence in part (o the exclusion-based

val iniiative of the AIA, which had  maked effect on unionism; th fui

ed inter-party talks of 1991-1992; the re-evaluation of tactics and outlook within republicanism; th risk

aking onnel in both governments and by leaders within Northern Ireland. The movement to

basis for ntergovernmental policy formulation enshrined in the DSD had a marked

tupon

he politcs of Northern Irland. 1t did not though herald the arival of complete.

ot and. Disputes.

mental co-operation on Northern Ir ecrimination were still

ent betwe

ondon and Dublin post-1993. Bt the s

n policy that the DSD enshrined illustrated once again not only

m from intergovermental co-operation between London and Dublin on the
Northern Ireland issue but, given the competing pressures on the two goverments, that such co-operatir

cannot be taken for granted




