
-#

fl



b
o
tsv,
l-
€,
=(t
c,

Two days before the
IRA ended its cessa-

tion with the attack on
Canary Wharf Keuu

Culleru spoke to
Senator George

Mitchell about his
prospects for the

peace process

tNI#ff,[T?#
the bombing, David Trinrblc. But \ l i tchel l  suggested
al l  th is shut t le d ip lomao anr()rurred to unrequi ted

lobbying.  The Americans.  \ l i tchel l  said,  have no

intent ion of  endorsing one ic le a over another.
" I 've encouraged the presic le nt  in that  d i rect ion,

of  not  choosing s ides,  and the pre s ic lent  agrees that 's

the way to go, " said Mitchell. "The L' n ited States can' t

achieve maximum effectiveness br injecting them-

selves, or by appearing to dictate on this. We can be

a facil itator, we can encorlrage. btrt rve can't choose

sides.  "

Mitchel l  said that he talked to President Cl inton
about his philosophv on n'hat, fcrr lack of a better
term, could be called neutral ensagement before
accepting thejob as special advisor on Ireland. While
thejob descript ion referred t() economic issues, i t  is
clear that Mitchel l 's portfol io includes the pol i t ical.

Mitchel l  said his experience in \orthern Ireland
had caused him to reconsider the valtre of history.

"It's striking for an.{merican. to engage in conver-
sations there, to see the extent to rvhich the conver-
sations are filled with recitations of history. It's a
commonplace event, to j trst i f i 'a cr lrrent posit ion by
cit ing something that happened centuries ago. I
don't  advocate ignorance of historr,  but at the same
time you can become a prisoner of histon'.  \4'e said i t
r i g h t  i n  t h e  r e p o r t .  \ \ ' h a t  r o u  n e e d  i s  t h e
decommissionins of nrindsets. '

St i l l ,  r ight up unti l  the bombing, Mitchel l  was
convinced the ceasefire n'ould hold and that eventu-
ally all-party talks u'ould start.

Asked what he based his optimism on, he repl ied.
"The importance of the contintrat ion of the cease-
f ire, the commitment to the democratic process on
all  sides."

Less than 48 hours after George -\litchell said this,
Canary \Aharf shook.

De(ommissioning
mindsels

4,", the IRA blew up the Isle of Dogs, some were
suggesting that George Mitchell was the only one
who saw it coming.

But in an interview two days before the Docklands
bombing, Mitchell dismissed suggestions that he
had inside knowledge about an impending split
within the IRA and the unravelling of the ceasefire.
Indeed, right up to the bombing, Mitchell was
convinced the ceasefire u'ould hold andwas stunned.
as were most others, rvhen i t  did not.

Mitchel l  said the report that bore his name was
merelv repeatine u'hat Sinn Fdin off icials had
stressed to him and his col leagues, Harri  Holkeri
andJohn de Chastelain. in their meetings with the
International Bodv on decommissioning-or as
the British government s press office deemed them
in material it distributecl, "The International Com-
mission on Terrorist Arms."

Mitchell said Sinn F6in represenrarives made it
clear to him and his colleagues that a split in the
republican movementwas inevitable if the demand
for weapons was not someho\r renloved or sof-
tened-and that a split meant a reslrmption of
violence. As it turned out, the threat of a split was
apparently enough to lead the Armv Council to
resume the violence.

Mitchell agreed that the nugget in the reporr was
tucked away in paragraph 44. "Parties shoulcl also
have the option of destroying their weapons."

This recommendation did not come otrt of thin
air. Mitchell said Sinn F6in figures "said rhis is an
approach that could gain acceptance" within the
IRA. "They said that in their written submission ro
us. "

In hindsight, that written submission ma1' offer
one reason why the IRA chose not to inform Sinn
Fein of its plans for the night of Feb 9.

Mitchell also said he was convinced that both
republicans and loyalists would cease punishment
beatings if talks were convened. "Both sides gave us
that indication," he said.

Asked whether he was piqued that, after all their
work, John Major saw fit to immediately ditch the
commission's key recommendation that the British
drop their demand for arms prior to talks, Nlitchell
would not take the bait.

"The  gove rnmen ts  made  i t  c l ea r  i n  t he i r
communiqud that they weren't committing them-
selves, in advance, to act on our recommendations.
So, was I upset? No."

Nor would Mitchell criticise Major's taking one
mention of elections in 62 paragraphs and running
with it as evidence of the British misrepresenting the
commission's report.

"That (elections) was not in our purview. We
struggled with the question of how to remain true ro

our mandate, but provide a report that was useftrl

and did not artif icially segregate the issue. The wat'

we devisedour report
was to include a brief
section on otherways
to build confidence.
We said elections, if
broadly acceptable,

i could contribute to
! the builcling of con-

| f idence."
I It't the wake of the

I  M i t che l l  r epo r t ,  a
I steadv stream of suit-
i  orscametotheWhite
, House. First,  Michael
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In Dublin Jaues
DowHey watched the
Dail dither while (over-
leaf) Macoann Dovle
gauged republican
reaction in the south
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on those occasions, and worse than if the ceasefire
had never come about.

Few things throw a government into disarray
more surely than lack of information. This time
there was a dire lack of information about how and
when the IRA had made their decision. and about
the position of GerryAdams. What clout didAdams
nowretain? Couldhe still help Dublin to put the eggs
back into their shells?

John Bruton announced the end of ministerial
contacts with Sinn F6in. The opposition parties,
Fianna F6il and the Progressive Democrats, sup-
pressed their misgivings and went along with the
decision. Officials got in contactwith Adams imme-
diately, and met with him within a week of Canary
Wharf. But it was far from clear that they had suc-
ceeded in assessing his position or the state of affairs
within the IRA.

In the House of Commons,John Major adopted a
much more conciliatory and accommodating tone
than in the recent past. Dublin expressed relief, but
that may have been to clutch at straws.

Thosewho knowsomething of the IRA'hard men'
knew that theywere certain to contrast the rejection
of the Mitchell report in conditions of peace in
February with the seemingly placatory approach
when the peace ended. From the militarist view-
point, that helped to bear out their belief that bombs
and bullets are 'the only language the British under-
stand.' They are wrong. Butwho can persuade them
that they are wrong?

Secondly, the prime ministerdemanded Sinn F6in

Gerry Adams extends the hand of friendship to the British Government at a recent Sinn F6in peace rally

I told you so
rT
I he only people certain of their reaction were the

we-told-you*o brigade. They assured us that they
took no pleasure in having been proved right.

Everybody else, from taoiseach down to punter in
the street, was shattered.

Some had seen itcoming. WhenJohn Major threw
the Mitchell report in the dustbin, one of the ker'
officials involved assessed the chances of the IR{
ceasefire continuing at no better than 40 per cent.
But he did notwant to believe it. Nobodywanted to
believe it.

What made it infinitelyworse for this man and the
other main players was that they thought thev had
just enough time-until the end of Februarv-to
prevent it happening, and that they also thought
they had devised away out of the impasse.

Dick Spring had cooked up a scheme incorporat-
ing 'proximity talks' in advance of a Northern elec-
tion, which in turn would lead directly and rapidly to
all-party talks. When he left Washington on that
awful Friday, he believed he had made important
progress towards his aim. Journalists accompanying
him on his plane journey home found him in an
upbeat mood.

Then, over the Atlantic, he learned that his policy
had gone up in smoke at CanaryWharf. It must have
been a devastating moment for him.

That weekend Dublin came as close as it has ever
done to despair and desperation. Feelings were
comparable to those following the fall of the power-
sharing Northern executive, or during the H-Blocks
crisis. In many ways matters were seen as worse than
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acceptance of Mitchell's "six principles", alongwith
a seventh, the principle of consent. That could not
but look to Sinn F6in like yet another precondi-
tion-and no help to Adams.

The Ddil  closed ranks. Well . . .almost. The Fianna
F6il leader, Bertie Ahern, spoke of Spring in gener-
ous terms and aimed his criticisms largelv at the
Democratic Left leader, Proinsias De Rossa. Pri-
vately, Fianna F6il are severely critical of Bmton's
handling of the peace process and think that had
their former leader, Albert Reynolds, remained in
charge of affairs, things would never have reached
this terrible pass. That view is widely shared outside
the party.

In the Irish Timcs,Mary Holland called the taoiseach
inept. Two days later in the same newspaper
Geraldine Kennedy made a sharp attack on Bruton,
criticising him in particular for confusion of thought
and for weakness on the decommissioning issue.
These comments unquestionably represent informed
opinion.

Meanwhile the lrish Indepmdmtpublished a unique
opinion poll, conducted north and south five days
after CanaryWharf. It showed enormous support-
even from a good many Sinn F6in voters-for the
principle of consent; for all-party talks even without
a restoration of the ceasefire; and a degree of open-
mindedness among both nationalists and unionists
seldom reflected on the Northern Ireland political
scene.

But what does public opinion mean to the IRA
hard men? They have ignored it often enough in the
past. And what does i t  mean to unionists in
triumphalist mode?

Before the ceasefire ended. Dublin saw a chance
that the British, in return for conceding to the
unionists their election demand, would pressure
them into making it avehicle for immediate all-party
talks. It would have been difficult enough to get
unionists to talk to Sinn F6in even in conditions of
peace. In the new situation, they were certain to
demand reinstatement of the ceasefire along with
decommissioning and assurances of permanence;
and prior acceptance of the principle of consent.
-{nd Sinn F6in-floundering, blustering and with
their orvn political strategy in ruins-were in no
position to make concessions.

In the House of Commons, Paddy Ashdown had
enunciated the 'iron rule'that the two governments
together can succeed; without agreement, they give
terrorisrs a chance. Dtrring the week following Ca-
nan \ltrarf much rr'as made of restoring the co-
ordinated approach. latelv lacking rvhen itwas most
needed. But the sad tnrth is that at thiswriting, eight
days after the ceasefire ended, neither government
has shorrn anv sign of devising :r firm policy of its
own, still less a co<rrdinated one, to get the peace
process back on track. That the dilemma once again
appears complete..{nd that fronr taoiseach to punter,
we are all at our most pessinristic for vears. 

t

fiocs shook up
So-.ti*e before Chrisnnasr probably in the anxious November days preceding the inauguration of the Twin-Track process,
An Phoblaehttook the decision to excise the word'crisis' from their coverage of the peace process, u.lrita Macdara Dayle.
In the paper's post-CanaryWharf issue (February l5), it was made plain that the decision was taken, not in order to play dovr'n
existing tensions, but "because cornmentators ridiculed us for crying wolf."
Thtrs, fully three msnths before the ceasefire formally ended, it was evident there was a deepening sense of frustration within
Sinn F6in over the obvious failure of some to appreciate the gravity of the situation, as it was then. Equdly, and perhaps more
pertinently, it was a frustration borne of the belief that the parqy's own pronouncements on the issue were not being accorded
the consideration and respect they merited. It was as if they were becoming 'bit players' in their own, unfoldiog drama.
Yet, in the aftermath of Canary Wharf, while anger was directed atJohn Major and others, the overwhelming reaction among
republicans was one of su4lrise. Thus, lnAn Phobla&f s February edition one article opined thafi "Never was news of an IRA
operation received with such astonishment... Maybe it was astonishing that we were astonished."
Doubtless, there are some who will dismiss such sentiments either as outright hypocrisy, or as part of a devilishly clever
republican plot to keep Sinn F6in's foot in the door. But a similar tendency to attribute the most odious of motives to the party
also contributed to the perception that theywere indeed cryingwolf-or even issuing 'threats'- in the months and weeks before
February 9.
Nonetheless, the discovery of a second device six dap later, and the premature explosion on a London bus resulting in the
death of an IRA member, led to a degree of uncertainty superceding that initial surprise.

"There's a lot of confusion. People are unsure of what direction we're going inr" said one party activist. The priority, he said,
was to "rescue the peace process." And the success of such an attempt would depend on whether '\ve get talks.'
He thought it doubtful that a coherent "package" could be fashioned from the plethora of proposals and counter-proposals
curently circulating-which appears to be the strategy of both governments: "It seenxi unlikely. It's hard to see a workable
package coming out of all that."
There is also a fear that, in the longer-term, the events of February 9 and after, may have provided those with an expressed
disinterest in dialogue with just the exctrse theywere looking for.
Thus, anothersource,whilepointingoutthat"theywerevirtuallyhumiliatingus, itwasalmostinevitable itwasgoingto happen",
ventured the opinion thah "This is my personal view, but I don't think it's going to help. There'd be others who'd have different
views on that, that's my personal view. But nobody is saying they don't want to restore the peace. I can't see an instant solution,
unless Britain backs dov,'n and sets a date. Obviotrsly that would change the situation."
In the interirn, the expressed hope was that Dublin would not concentrate exclusively on rebuilditg u London-Dublin
tconsensust:

"I just hope the same energy will be expended on meeting with us...it's stupid not to." 0
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on the nationalist side. The British government
rvithout lifting a finger were given a pr\ze which to
many observers of the Irish conflictwas unthinkable.
And what did the British do with it? They disgrace-
ftr l ly 'squandered i t .

During this time the Sinn F6in leadership put
republicans through emotional hoops in its attempts
to move the peace process forward and to avert its
collapse and stretched its own credibility with the
rank and file because it too wanted to see the peace
process work.

It is important to list the many obstacles placed in
Sinn F6in's way by the British government to get a
measure of the difliculties republicans faced in their
efforts to make peace with a British government and
a political establishment which remained locked
into a "psychology of war" against republicans.

Sinn F6in had to undergo for three months an
insulting period of so-called "decontamination", a
phrase with strong ethnic cleansing connotations,
before there were talks with British officials. More
time was wasted deliberately and cynically by the
British and the Unionists over whether the IRA's
cessation was "permanent". This was followed by
British attempts to dictate US policy through trying
to deny a visa to Gerry Adams. The British then
insisted on the so called Washington Three require-
ment on decommissioning of weapons-the surren-
der of the IRA. T he British then refused to honour
a joint commitment with the Irish government to
start all-party negotiations by the end of February
and found and supportedrarguments for the Union-
ists refusing to take part in talks. Finally, in what
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With all the major
players in the North-
ern lreland situation
back on a war footing
Fortnighf asked
them: "Do we have a
peace process
anymore?"
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|.t was clear from even the initial responsie of the
British govemment to the IRA cessation 18 months
ago that it wasn't going to approach the new situation
positively or in the imaginative and flexible manner
which London had claimed previously it would.

As one stall followed on another and British Min-
isters failed to replace the language of war with the
language of peace, many Republicans became in-
creasingly convinced that the British government
was not really interested in substantive all party talks.
\{hy? Because once locked into negotiations no
party could be sure where theywould lead or atwhat
speed. For a British government, fearful of the con-
stitutional change which would inevitably emerge, it
was simpler to avoid sitting at the negotiating table-
hence the prevarication and delays.

It may be difficult for some to hear this but the fact
that the IRA didn't end its cessation until a full 18
difficultmonths later, with all the tragic implications
of recent events in London, is positive proof that it
was committed to the peace process.

The IRA's resumption of its military campaign
could have been avoided had the British govern-
ment played as full a part in the peace process on
their side as Sinn F6in has on the nationalist si.de.

The IRA's commitment to the preace process was
remarkably disciplined in the face of the British
government's attempts to humiliate it, the Sinn F6in
leadership and those who backed the peace process

The scene of devestation following the Canary Wharf bomb
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many observed as the strawwhich broke the camel's
back, John Major publicly binned the Mitchell re-
port and selectively latched on to a suggested elec-
tion option in the report in order to firstly secure his
tenure at Westminster and secondly, pander to a
Unionist agenda.

Despite being faced with such arrogance Sinn
F6in pursued its policy of unconditionallv talking
with everyone; joined the Forum for Peace and
Reconciliation in Dublin, made a submission to the
Mitchel l  Commission on the sensit ive issue of
'decommissioning' and took part in the nlin-track
approach. Sinn F6in made a huge effort in talksn'ith
British ministers to conl'ince them of the cenrral
importance of underpinning the peace process br'
taking positive initiatives but instead the British
placed one road-block after another in the path\ra\'
towards a lasting peace.

Soon we hope the kneejerking and recrimina-
tions will stop and those who have a democratic
imperative to actswiftlyand positivelywill focus their
minds on the issues which need to be urgentlv
addressed to restore the peace process. Sinn F6in
has notandwill notshirkfrom its commitments and
responsibilities to represent its electorate and to
continue to pursue its peace strategy.

None of this will be easy not least because of the
distrust now deepened in republican circles after 18
mon ths of prevarication and bad faith demonstrated
by the British.

That said, we don't have to trust eachother butwe
absolutely do need to talk to each other to reach
accommodation. What is required? We want to cre-
ate a society in which peace is not a mere interlude
between wars, but an incentive to the creative and
collective energies of all the people who live on this
island. There is no other way of achieving that than
through talks, inclusive and without preconditions.
This is a time for steady nerve, courage, risk taking
and above all, avision of the prize of real peace built
on the solid foundations of the democratic princi-
ples ofjustice and equality. I

rTl
I he IRA'S savage attack on the peace process and

on the hopes and dreams of the vast majority of our
people cannot be allowed to bring the process to a
stop. There must be urgent progress, led by the two
governments, towards multi-party talks and the
achievement of a negotiated settlement acceptable
to the great majority of people in lreland, north and
south. The necessary basis for such talks has to be a
commitment to the Mitchell principles and accept-
ance of the recommendations of the Mitchell re-
port. What we need is a commitment to agreement
amongst all of those taking part, if the process is to
be successful in reaching su{ficient consensus on the
way forward.

At the heart of the so-called decommissioning
issue has been the fear that the Republican move-
ment's commitment to the peace process and to
democratic methodswas no more than conditional-

that sooner or later an Oliver Twist in a balaclava

*ould be holding a gun to the heads of negotiators

and saying "we want m()re Unfortunately Canary

Wharf proved that fear to be justified and now Sinn

F6in's credibil ity is as shattered as the windows at

Canary Wharf.

The Mitchell Commission recognised the legiti-

rrracy of the concern that paramilitaries 
'wil l 

use

force, or threaten to use force, to influence the

negotiations, or to chanee anv aspect of the outcome

of negotiations with rvhich thev disagree'. The Com-

mission proposed a series of commitments which, if

made, 'would remove the threat of force before,

cltrring and after negotiations' and would 'encour-

age the belief that the peace process will truly be an

erercise in democracy, not one influenced by the

threat  ofr io lence' .  Those rvho soughtto t rumpetthe

\lirchcll report as a kick in the teeth for the British

got  i t  profotrndh-$ ' rong.  The ( lommission's report

clid inrlc'e'cl set aside the \4'ashington Three demand

f<rr prior cleconrmissioning, but far more impor-

tant l r  i t  c t r t  t l r rotrgh the miasnra of  word play and

sishf i r l  th inki r rg that  has str r rotrnded the issue and

put it t() the Rcprrblican l 'n()\ 'enrent straight-were

thev rr' i l l ing t() c()lne to thc conference table without

the influence of rreaporrs? (,anan' Wharf was the

ansl{er.

Horseve r thc pcace pr()cess nrust continue, prefer-

ablv n'ith the irrvolremcnt of the Republican move-

ment bur r . j rhour i t .  i f  i t  is  unable to adhere to

democracr. In the comingrr'eeks, we will be doing all

we can to enc()rlrage even bodv to the table but the

ending of the cc;r-scfire has nrade that a much more

diffictrlt process than it n'as before. 
O

Tn. deliberate and premeditated bombing of Lon-
don by the IRA/Sinn F6in was a callous act of
depraved republicanism. The resumption of the
troubles on such a scale demonstrates that Sinn
F6in/IRA are not fit to make peace with. Neither are
they interested in peace. They are interested in
victory on their terms.

That being so, they have proved the common
sense position that the terrorists mustdecommission
their arms before anyone could ever trust them to be
part of the democratic process. The fact that they
refuse, with such l'ulgar hatred against us British
people, and their abhorrence of the principle of
consent,justifies, nay, demands their exclusion from
the democratic process.

Those people who talk about "rebuilding the peace
process" are playing, unwittingly, Sinn F6in's game.
The peace process was the exclusive property of the
IRA. They determined whether 'peace' was on, in
crisis or off. Those people who think that peace
rallies, telephone polls or whatever else will repos-
sess the peace are sadlydeluded. Of course theywant
peace. All decent human beings want peace but the
reality is that peace has got to be won. If you accept
it as a gift from terrorists it is not free-it is enslave-
ment.
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There is only one direction the Government must
take here. The instability of their conflicting prom-
ises about the future of Northern Ireland has cre-

ated the climate wherein political instabilin' can
flourish. They must decide upon a democratic proc-
ess. They must stick to that course and refuse to be
deterred whatever world opinion mav sa\'.

Now is the time for short, sharp, shock rnilitary
operations against the leadership of IR\, Sinn Fein.
They have asked for it so give 'em hell. Round up
those IRA terrorist prisoners released on the back of
the phoney cease-fire and put them back in jail. Seal
the border roads, impose the broaclcasting ban and
clamp down hard on the terrorists. It is only when
the Government firmly resolves to destroy terror
that the terrorists will stop or be nrade to stop.

As for the democratic pr()cess. \o amount of
talking between my parn'and Sinn Fein could ever
have created a solution to thc \orthern Ireland
problem anyway. The comrnon ground that does
exist between my party and the rest of the constitu-
tional parties must be exploited. .\fter an election,
whose purpose is to let the people of Northern
Ireland own the process, the constitutional parties
can find the means to represent those democratic
wishes. I would urge the SDI-P to look beyond the
election itself and to see the prospect of an agree-
ment between my parn' and their party as more
realistic and obtainable than the phoney concept of
all party talks or spuriotrs referenda questions. 0

lV* th. rRA ceasefire scuppered by the support of
Major, Blair and Ashdovrn for votes, rather than
handing in guns, before all-party talks?

The democratic answer is that the only blame for

the renewed violence lies with the IRA. They should
now reinstate the ceasefire without preconditions. If
votes really was the last straw, it was a pretty poor
reason. Itwas certainly not in the same league as the
original events which boosted the IRA in the earh'
'70s: cops out of control and Bloody Sunday.

Despair is understandable but ignores the gains of
Northern Ireland's and Britain's precious l7 months

of peace. It saved hundreds of lives, thousands of
injuries and millions of pounds. The military pres-
ence was scaled down substantially. Belfast came
alive. Peace brought the possibiliry that the old
divisions of war could be replaced by a new politics
and cross-community dialogue. We need to build on
these gains with considered responses. First, Anglo-
Irish co-operation needs to be strengthened.

But was progress too slow? After 25 years of terror,
was it too much to wait for say 25 months before
beginning inclusive dialogue. It was bound to take
time. The IRAwill probably never acknowledge that
democrats can'tjustgrabwhat theywant, but have to
persuade.

The people must exert their pressure. We need
the 'sound of angry voices and marching feet'-for
peace. Apathy and indifference are the enemies of
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peace. Popular resistance to terrorism is now needed.
Dublin and Belfast have begun this with tremendous
rallies and vigils for peace. We will do our best to
mobilise British and Irish people here for democ-
racy rather than terrorism. We shouldn't be mere
spectators as London is blitzed by those who don't
give a damn about basic values of decency. Our
efforts and those of the two Governments and all
democratic parties should seek to isolate terror. O

.{c" of violence against civilians, when routes to
negotiations rrere not yet closed, seem perverse.
Rather than concede any initiative to a section of the
IRA, it will be best to pursue non-violent means of
working towards agreed regional government. A
generation of people in these islands have pursued
their interests despite violence. Politicians can be
asked to do the same for a further period, and
embark on all parry negotiations on the basis of the
Mitchell undertakings on democratic practice.

To work towards agreed structures, negotiations
should firstly be insulated from the power of sectar-
ian blocs in Westminster, by building the common
approach of the Conservative and Labour parties
into a binding agreement on the conduct of negotia-
tions, verified by Irish and international observers.
Thiswill become critical as a British general election
approaches.

Secondly, a second consultative forum of citizens
active in community, civil, and business life should
be set up, building a capacity for regional govern-
ment in parallel with negotiations. We should plan
for a successful outcome. The concrete interests of
particular groups can be the driving force for re-
sponsible and responsive government, and for
constitutional innovation in these islands. The fo-
rum should conduct public hearings and examine
current government practice. Proposals for aspects
of regional government, including departmental
policy, which may otherwise be neglected by parties
intent on negotiations, should be developed. If party
political negotiations are encountering difficulty,
the forum can be resourced to measure and publi-
cise the extent of public agreement for limited
proposals e.g. safeguards for minority interests. Ap-
pointments to the forum, which should include Irish
and other organisations with local members, should
be bv an independent panel according to transpar-
ent guidel ines.

Ttrirdly, if parties are to be elected to a constitu-
tional convention, it should include representatives
of all prospective users of a constitutional system e.g.
by elections using PR-STV (proportional representa-
tion-single transferable vote) with a top-up proce-
dure, so that fringe parties with significant support
across Northern Ireland can be included. Since a
constitutional convention has no execLltive powers,
there is little justification in limiting the number of
party delegates to those accountable to local West-
minster constituencies. If a workable agreement
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with the consent of local parties is not developing in
the time foreseen, alternative procedures should be
invoked e.g. providing for a resional administration
directed by non British civil sen'ice staff for an
interim period until the end of a ftrrther round of
negotiations, the implementation of detailed pro-
posals from the second fortrnr, and international
mediation.

The salaries paid to local politicians are dwarfed
by the IRA's budget. The cost to life and livelihoods
of paramilitary violence is bevoncl reckonins. We
should nowinvestin the development of krcul demo-
cratic resources and trust in those rrhost' r'ital inter-
ests lie in regionally responsive govenl;tlrcc n'hich
respects cultural identities. 0

to the removal of the gun from Irish politics. The
main opponent of the Republican Socialist move-
ment is the British establishment not its agents in

loyalist death squads.
However, if the L\rF /UD{resume theirviolence,

we could see a rapid deterioration of the situation.
The IRSP do not believe that any acceptable settle-

ment can come otrt of all party talks as they are
currently proposed.

There must still be dialogue without precondi-
tions. We see merit in the proposals by the Tanaiste,

Dick Spring, for proximin'talks. This must involve
all political parties and community groups so that
those most affected by the conflict can have their say.

As witnessed on the streets of London, refusal to

talk inevitably leads to conflict. O

T*r. mn 
"uU"a 

u 
"easefire 

because it betieued that

Johr Major was willing to negotiate a resolution to
the 'British problem' in lreland. This \r';ls enc()rrr-
aged byJohn Hume and Albert Rernolds rsith gu:rr-

antees of support from Irish-America t() get the
British moving.

The Republican movement $'ere r\'()rking from
the false premise that Britain had honourable intent
and that a 'pan-nationalist' front atttrallv eristed.
They were in fact settling for parin' of trcatment for
Northern nationalists-a lot less than a 3? counn'
Republic. The 'peace process' offered nothing to
working class people.

Although fully aware of the political dangers. the
Sinn F6in leadership forged on. The British and the
Unionists clearly spotted the weakness in the Repub
lican position and l7 months later, thev totalh'out-
manoeuwed Sinn F6in.

The Republican movement has non' been aban-
doned by Irish-America in the form of Clinton-and
by the Irish Government. Hume is attempting to
hold his original position. But he is finding this
increasingly difficult and is receir"ing little backing
from his parliamentary colleagues.

From the start the Republican socialist movement
was unhappy with the 'peace process .

We criticised the 6litist manner in u'hich the cease-
fire was delivered. How could Republicans be com-
mitted to a long war of attrition n'ith the British on
one day and the next be involved in a 'peace proc-
ess'? Nothingwas guaranteed beforehand: thbre was
no plan 'B' for an alternative mobilisation of anti-

il iJ :::IL y: tffi i,::',:T :::?:'.*n:,::iT:
as their destiny was settled by others.

Regardless of our own disquiet, the leadership of
the Republican Socialist movement agreed to try an
alternative approach during the 'peace process'.

The INIA officially suspended its operations from
lst March 1995. The IRSP talked to representatives
of many parties throughout Ireland. To date this
position still holds.

At presentwe believe that the British and unionists
are not yet prepared to take necessary steps leading

rT'r
|' he juxtaposition of the Canary Wharf bomb and
l7 months of relative peace provided a sharp con-
rast- The overwhelming mood of local community
and vrluntan'groups was one of anger, distress and
fnrstrarion. heightened by the feeling of 'we have
lr'()n r() nrrrch over the past 17 months we have so
mtrch n( ) \ \ ' to  lose ' .

Ir rr-as l-iarn \{askey, from the cross-community
deve lop rn e n t proj ec t INTERCOMM, who described
it on the radio: *There may not have been a peace
process at the political level, but there certainly was
on the ground. \\-e rvere doing it in North Belfast,
rvith nerr' projects, nerv ideas, new bridges And new
coali t ions at the local level."

And therein lies the gulf. The traditional flexibil-
ity, spontanein' and creativity of local community
groups provide in manv ways a mirror image of the
rigidities and barriers at the macro-political level. It
is that chasm which civil society may be able to fill.

The response of the voluntary and community
sector to the termination of the IRA ceasefire was to
attempt to mobilise two interlocking mechanisms:
firstly, the social partnership model developed be-

tween employers, trade unions, voluntary and com-
munitysector, and the farmingcommunity, on social
and economic issues; and secondly, the wider con-
cept of civil society, as an expression of the views,
aspirations and opinions of a myriad of clubs, socie-
ties, associations, professional bodies, sporting
groups, trade unions, churches and community or-

ganisations. "Filling the spaces between the col-

umns" as Declan McGonigal has put it, or, "Providing

something between the citizen and the state," as Sir

George Quigley has described it.
The demands of thejointpress conference, hosted

by NICVA last month, alongside the Northern Ire-

land Chamber of Commerce and Industry, and the

Northern Ireland Committee of the Irish Congress
of Trade LJnions, were directed at government, at

the politicians in general, and at the paramilitaries.
These are the powerbrokers, eachwith theirrespon-

sibilities. Government to create the frameworkwithin
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rvhich civil society can flourish, the politicians to
represent us in doing the deals and making the
accomodations, and the paramilitaries to allow us to
live in freedom from fear.

Then civil society can flourish. It can offer a
proactive and positive contribution to rebuilding,
regenerating and building from the bottom up.

A range of voluntary and community groups ex-
pressed their views to NICVA, recorded in a movins
testimony of the aspiration of local groups for peace
and prosperity.

Yes, there is a peace process, at least alive if not
well ,  on the ground. The chal lenge for paramil i tar ie s

is to al low it  to happen. The task for paranri l i tar ie s i .
to al low it  to happen. The task for pol i t ic ian. i .  t , ,
lead us forward to an accomodation. . \nrl  tht '  job oI
Government is to create the f i-anre'rrork l , ,r  lht '
thousand f lowers to take r 'oot :rncl 11v |; l rvrrorr)

T
ls there still a peace process?

The answer is  there must be.  The people ot  \ r , r ' i i r -

ern I re land and beyond have had a re lat i r  c  p( ' . t (  ( .  l r  , :

the past  l7 months and they have enjoved i t  anr i  r ' .ur :

i t  to cont inue.  The vast  major iw of  our peol ; l t '  i i . i r t .

no wish to return to the days of  fear and t rnct ' r ' i . r ln  t \

There must therefore be a resolve on t l l ( '  i ) .1rr  ,  ' i

both governments and al l  pol i t ical  part i r ' .  l ,  r l , ,  . t l i

that  is  humanly possib le,  in order to . t r r r \ t -  . r l  . r

pol i t ical  agreement,  which is  the sr l re\ t  l r ' l ( ' (ur \  ( ) l

making peace permanent.  That  task.  a l r . . t r r  [ ) ro i>
lemat ic,  has been deal t  a ser ious blorr  l r r  r i r t '  r r r r r

bombs in London th is week.  But  therc i :  r t i l l  l r 'p t ' .

and  a  demand  vo iced  a t  the  manv  ra l l i e  s  a r r r i  p r rb l i t

demonstrat ions th is week,  that  the peopl t '  oI  \ , r ' rh-

ern Ireland want peace.

The Workers '  Party bel ieve a nl r rnbcr-  o l  t l r ing.

must happen. Fi rst ly ,  the provis ionals :horr l r l  ht ' t ' r l

the demands of  the I r ish people,  f i r r  a pt ' r -n) ; i r r ( 'nr

end  to  a l l  v io lence .  Second lv ,  t he  Br i t i sh  a r r r l  I r r . h
governments must resolve their  d i f lercnces ul r r l  ac ' l

together wi th a common pr l rpose ancl  zrgenda. r le-

s igned to enable Al l  Party negot iat ions.  Therc nrrrsr

be no more solo runs.  Third ly,  a l l  those part ies r r 'ho

are wi l l ing to do so,  should convene rnl r l t i - larer-a l

ta lks,  involv ing as many part ies as possib le,  b:rsed on

the acceptance of  democrat ic  pr incip les and con-

sent ,  wi th a v iew to reaching agreement on horv Al l

Party neeotiations might be achievecl. All r()utes to
such negot iat ions must be explored,  such as that

recommended by the Mitchel l  Report  or  on the basis

of an elective process.

The Workers' Partl ' have alreach' held one such

n)eet ing wi th the Progressive Unionist  Partr ' .  The

three parties have agreed to seek support from other

part ies for  th is process.  Such a ptrb l ic  comrni t rnent

to the search for polit ical asreement bv the pi{rties,
r r 'ould do much to g ive hope, and boost  conf idence

among the people of  Northern I re land that  progress

is possib le
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The search for asreement will be difficult. Its

success requires compromise on the part of every-

one.  I t  requires commitment f rom al l  part ies to

fundamental  democr-at ic  pr incip les,  such as the s ix

out l ined in parasraph 20 of  the Mitchel l reporr ,  and

o f  the  accep t ; rnce  o f ' consen t .

The pcoplc oI  \or thern I re land have taken to the

streets th is r r 'eck and thev have spoken. I t  is  t ime to

eir  e pol i t ic : . r l  t 'xpression to theirdemands.  The search

firr 1;t 'ar e has rtrffered a serious setback, but the

; lc t i (  ) r ) \  oI ' : r  f  t ' r r .  so obviously out  of  step wi th the rest
o f  th t '  I r i r h  p t ' op le .  canno t  and  shou ld  no t  de lay  o r
r t i . r r t r l  i l t  t h t ' \ \ u \  o f  peace .

ar
Dpeculation on what, if any, specific event caused

the IR{ to end their cease-fire is futile. It tends to
. . i r i r r r t ,  /nrrcr , r lpabi l i ty ;  g ives more than a passing nod
i ,  r  j r r . r i f ic : r t ion;  and somewhat obscures the fact  that

:irt ' IR\. to avoid splitt ing, will revert to violence
rr ht'n f aced with the frustrations, disappointments

.rnd setbacks that are part and parcel of the demo-
(  ra t i c  p rocess .

It cotrld be argued that the Canary \4harf bomb
.ucceeded in concentrat ing minds,  once again,  on

the. job at  hand. And, to a certa in extent ,  there is
\()rne mileage in that argument. Within davs of the

bornbing, a flurry of activiw by the rwo governments

has seen movement towards an agreed position on
the n'av forward that had hardly'seemed possible

clur ing the preceding weeks and months.  But ,  f rom

a republican perspective, this movement could hardly

be of the nature thatwas intended or desired. Move-

nrent has largelv been bv the Irish government who
have now shifted much closer to the London posi-

t ro l t .

\I incls have also been concentrating in another

direction-torvards Sinn F6in. Or, to be more spe-

cific, on tn'ing to re-evahlate the exact degree of
inf luence that  Sinn Fein can br ing to bear on the
I  R\ .  Thejurv is  st i l l  o l l t  on that  one.  Bunvhat is  c lear,

is  that  Sinn Fein 's pol i t ical  c lotr r  has been severelr '

dirninished bv the Canan' \\ 'harf outrage and rvil l

cor t t int re to decrease in d i rect  proport ion to fur ther

IR\  act iv i t r ' .

Sinn Fein r-nAv ltow embark on a trvin-track strateg\'

r ihcr-ebv thev argue that  thev never had as much

inl l r rence on the IRA. as others thought but ,  as thev

arc the onlv people rvho have an-1 inf luence,  i t  is

esscnt i : r l  that  thev cont inue to be af forded a leading
rolc in the peace process i r respect ive of  IR{ act iv in ' .

The  bo t tom l i ne  on  tha t  one  i s ,  i f  S inn  Fe in  canno t

del i rer-  the IR\  rvhat  use are the\ '?

\ lcan* 'h i le.  the reptrb l ican obsession n ' i th avoid-

ine a spl i t .  : l t  anv pr ice,  has lef  t  the rest  of  t rs to p ick

up the tab.  This rv i l l  rent : r in the cuse unless,  or  t rnt i l ,

Gern'Ad:rrns accepts that  i t  is  inrpossib le to rn i rke

peace rv i thotr t  n iaki t ' tg enertr ies and acts accordinglr ' .

I t  is  essai l la l t l - rat  a l l  of  l rs  take r isks ar l l / i i l  the peace

process, unforsivable firr irnv of'us to tzrke risks zrri l i

I 
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Davy Adams, r ight, with UDP
colleague Gary McMichael
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Tou Hrooex and
Kevrn Bovle discuss

the choice of strategies
for the two govern-

ments in the aftermath
of the cessation of the

ceasefire

All parties had
been working to
entirely different

agendas and
strategies

Islks, uoles or bombs?
E .ryon. was taken aback by the IRA bomb in
CanaryWharf. We had all got too used to taking the
peace forgranted. But in hindsight itwas not all that
surprising. The only real leverage that Sinn F6in
have on the peace process is not their electoral
mandate but the threat of IRA violence. As time
wore on, that threat could only remain credible if it
was put into effect. There were repeated reports that
the IRA had set a time limit for GerryAdams and his
supporters to show that their strategy could work.
And when time ran out, the practical need to avoid
being caught meant it had to be done by a pre-
emptive strike when no-one was expecting it.

Whether GerryAdams knew about this in advance
is not crucial. The underlving reason for the break-
down was that all the parties to the peace process
have been working to entirelv different agendas and
strategies.

Sinn F6in and the IR{ had been promised - or
believed they had been promised - quick access to
real discussions at which substantial constitutional
changes could be negotiated. Their bottom line
seems to be the creation of all-Ireland bodies with
executive powers - an explicit item in the Hume/
Adams package as developed and approved by civil
servants in the lrish Government. Their strategy, as
their internal briefing paper of 1994 made clear, has
been to put together a coalition of 'nationalist Ire-
land' and Irish-Americawhich would then put pres-
sure on the British Government to overrule any
unionistresistance. But the time limit set bv the IRA
At*y Council or the impatience of their militaristic
*'ing was always going to be a problem given the
extended timescales to which governments an d poli-
ticians are accustomed.

The strategy of the Irish Government has been to
move quickly on those aspects of the peace process
over which they have exclusive control - bringing
Sinn F6in into democratic politics through direct

. access to government ministers and the Forum for
Peace and Reconciliation and releasing some pris-
oners. They have managed to keep this up despite
an unexpected change in governmentin 1994. And
theypersuaded the British Government to sign up to
something close to the Hume/Adams packaee at
least as a possibility in the Framework Documents.
But they have been unable to persuade Sinn F6in or
the IRA to do anything about punishment beatings
or to make any gesture on decommissioning. The
resulting inability to square their desire to maintain
their working relationship with Sinn F6in and with
the Brit ish Government led direct ly to the unseemly
cancellat ion of the Brit ish-lr ish summit last Septem-
ber and the current impasse.

The Brit ish Government, on the other hand, has
playecl a 'lons same' from the start. Every stage in

the process has been deliberatelv strung out to the
last possible date - the init ial  three month 'decon-

tamination' period in the Don'nins Street Declara-
t i on ,  t he  de lavs  i n  ag ree ing  t he  F ramework
Documents and most recentlv in setting a Februan'
deadline for all-party talks onh'if that proved practi-
cable. This strategy seems to have been based partlv
on securitv advice and partly on political considera-
tions. The security sen'ices were not convinced that
the cease-fire was permanent but hoped that the
longer it lasted the more difficult it rvould be for the
IR{ to maintain its organisation and effectiveness.
The pol i t ical imperative was not so much to keep the
Ulster unionists hupp)'but to avoid a revolt on the
Tory right which rvould actually bring the govern-
ment down. AndJohn \lajor had learned from Mrs
Thatcher that awku'ard political commitments could
be avoided by changing the agenda at the last mo-
ment: hence the promise of a referendum when the
Framework Documents \\'ere finallv produced and
the focus on elections to clond the impact of the
Mitchell report.

As for the unionists it is doubtful whether thev
were ever really part of the peace process. The,v have
been happy to enjoy the cease-fire and to make
occasional noises about political negotiations some-
time in the future. But there has been no acceptance
either by the Ulster Unionists or the Democratic
Unionists of the idea that concessions might have to
be made on their attitude to the Framework Docu-
ments or the decommissioning issue. Only the 'fringe'

Loyalist parties have been talking about compro-
mise - or indeed talking at all - with the other side.
And they are a very small fringe in political terms.
Any electoral process would have to be very carefullv
structured - perhaps by a list system or with very large
PR constituencies - for them to get any seats at all in
the elected 'Peace Convention' proposed by the
larger unionist parties.

What then can be done to restore - or perhaps
replace - the process which has floundered on these
conflicting agendas ? Most nationalists and the Irish
Government are committed to the idea that eetting
all-party talks started at last will do the trick. Most
unionists and the Brit ish Government are commit-
ted to elect ions to a Northern Ireland Convention or
Forum which would then in some unspecified way
allow the part ies to move into negotiat ions with the
two governments on all three strands of the prob-
Iem. And both sides of course have been more or less
' implacably opposed' to the other's ideas. The onlv
surprising thing about these proposals is the touch-
ing faith on both sides that either irnrnediate al l-
party talks or an electoral process wil l  lead to
agreement. In fact al l  the evidence points in the
other direct ion.
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The case against  e lect ions has bt ' t 'n  r . i r l t ' l r  r t ' -

I tearsed by nat ional is ts:  that  the idea l ) . t .  i ) ( ' (  n r : ' i ( ' ( i

ancl  fa i led in1974 and 1982 ( thotreh i11 lu*r  i r  ' , r .s .

because  the  SDLP and  S inn  Fe in  ru thc r  :h . , : r  : i r . '

t r n ion is t s  re fused  to  p lay )  ;  t ha t  the  rnan i t t ' r : , ' . ' . '  : . . t  l r

the part ies would campaign on \ r 'orr l t l  . . . ' : - . ,  :  . - .  : , ,

c rea te  more  obs tac les  to  a  compr - ( )n t : . (  .  ' l '  . : :  : i : t

bu i l t - i n  un ion is t  ma jo r i t y  on  an \  c l t ' t  r , , : - :  - , - r r : ,

r vou ld  se rve  on ly  to  encourage  t tn i ,  , : , : \ :  : : . : :  . 1 : r  - l -

gence ;  and  tha t  the re  can  be  no  gu : l r . i r : i t ' r  t : . . : r  l i t t

un ion is t s  wou ld  p roceed  to  rea l  r - r c { ,1 i . : 1 . ,  ' : . .  ' . \ i i l r

S inn  F6 in  w i thou t  some fo rm o f  dc r , , : : . : - - . : . . :  , : . : n {

by the IRA.

The arguments against  immediar t .  . , . . - :  . :

have not  been so widely d isct tsscci  l i . . :  . , : ,

compel l ing.  Thealmost-a l l -parn t . r l i .  r , r  . . ,

in  1992 when the I r ish Got 'ernr t t t 'nr  . : : :  r  r : . r

refused to meet the unionists i r . r l l ' . ' . , ' ,  : .  . : : : i (

and  3  and  c ross  bo rde r  bod ies .  \ \  i : . , :  - :  (  . 1  : ( . :

pectwould there be of  achiet ' i r . tg . , : :  .1 j : :  . .  : - - : ( - l r i

g i ven  the  cu r ren tpos i t i ons  o l  t i r t '  : : . . :  : .  . :  .  ' : . : \ l

na t i ona l i s t  pa r t i es?  I f  t he  F , ' 1  ' ; . ' '  :  :  i ' , ' . , ,  t -

R e c o n c i l i a t i o n  c o u l d  n o t  a c h i t . . (  . : - : i  i : : . ( : r :

f o rmu la t i on  o f  'Rea l i t i es  anc l  R . , ; . . . : ,  : : . ( : . : \
cou ld  b r idge  the  gap  benvccn  i l . <  : :  . ,  :  : . . : : : , ,

part ies and the Al l iance Pl l r l r  ,  , : .  , :  ,  r  . .  t  t  . :  r  . ,  i

F e i n  o n  t h e  o t h e r  o n  t h c  i . . . . t  :  : . \ ( : : : .

g rea te rp rospec twou ld the r t ' i i t  : : : l  ' .  : :  . :  :  . : r ;

p a r t i e s h a d t o b e b r o u g h t i n  t , , '  :  \ : .  :  . . '  : .  : : : , <

o f  t h e  I R A  r e s o r t i n g  t o  b o n r i ' r  : :  \ : : . :  i t : : :

overruled be any the less i

The  more  recen t  SU$9c : t r r ,1 :  ; , ' .  
|  :  :  l i  . : : r t '  t i t : t t

t w o r e f e r e n d u m s s h o u l d  b t ' l t . . , , i  \  , : : 1  . , : :  ' .  \ , , i i i h  t ( )

showthe  PoPu la rsuppor t  l ( , t  P t ' . : r  t  . : : .  l  : " :  . r , , -1 - r . i t ' t r

t a l k s  w o u l d  n o t  r e m o v e  1 | 1 1 - 1 1 .  i r : ' , ; ,  1 ' ' . .  \ , l r i o s t

everyone would vote for  Pt ' . t (  r . .  I j i i l  . . : . :  ' . '  r  t .x ' .  1r?t f i

Independenl  pol l  shorted that  or t ' r  .  \ , ' r : i r  .ut t l

Sou th  suppor ted  v io lence  and  th . i t  , r t ' ;  i r . r , i  u r  th t '

N o r t h  ( 5 5 7 o )  o p p o s e c l  a l l - p a r t r - t . r . i .  i r c l o r c

decommissioning.

The more posi t ive lessons of  the pr . t  th( 'nt \  t i \ r '

vears in I re land have been not  that  a l l -p. i r  t r  t . i lks or

elect ions produce agreement but  that  rc.o l r r tc  und

concerted act ion by the n{o governments can rrnkc

progress.  The successful  in i t iat ives hare becn t i rc

Sunningdale Agreement (at  least  for  a t inre t .  the

.\nglo-Irish Agreement, and the Don'ning Street

Declaration. All these have been based on conrprG

mises between the two governments on rlavs of'

accommodat ing the two communit ies and t radi-

t ions in Northern I re land and I re land as a nhole

rv i th in the exist ing const i tut ional  f ramervorks.

Even'one knows the broad outlines of this accommo.

dation: formal acceptance of the right of the major-

in ' in Northern I re land to remain wi th in the Uni ted

Kingdom and the consequent amendment of the

Irish Constitution; formal acceptance in legislation

of the right of the nationalist minorin' in Northern

Ireland to its Irish identin'and aspirations and to the

protection of its interests bv the lrish Government

throtrgh the Anglo-Irish Conference; the creation of

some cross-border bodies to encourage functional

cooperat ion on matters of  shared interest ;  and a bi l l

of rights for \orthern Ireland, u'hich n'ould ideallv

be paral le led in the rest  of  Br i ta in and l re land.
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All the evidence of opinion polls indicates that
there is very substantial support for these policies
among both communities in the North, throughout
the South and in Britain. What is needed now is not
another five years of inter-party wrangling, but the
reassertion by the two governments of their demo-
cratic authority to implement this package with
sensitiviry and resolution. The two governments
should declare that theywill pursue its implementa-
tion, however long it takes. They should announce
that they will together seek the consent of the peo-
ple, North and South, for their proposals. This
could be done by a consultative referendum on the
broad outlines of a package. Then, when popular
approval had been obtained, the details could then
be discussed with the parties. This would not be
unprecedented. For example, De Klerk used a
ref erendum of this kind in 1992 to secure the consent
of the n.hites in South Africa for a new dispensation.

The idea that either the active co-operation of all
parties - fiom Sinn Fein and the IRA to the Demo-
cratic Unionists - or the complete cessation of vio'
lence is essential to the pursuit of this strategy should
not be readilv accepted. In South Africa and Israelr/
Palestine the elements of the sett lement- though the
objective was accommodation and separation re-
spectively - were worked out while the violence con-
tinued. The rn'o governments here should not allow
the resumption of the IR{campaign to delayunduly
the implementation of a sett lement rvhich the vast
majorin' in both parts of Ireland norv accept. 0



t€

- Li-

'I

**VHffi $T#ffiY

Eoore Moxon-BRowNE
develops some

thoughts from his
recent Frank Wright
memorial lecture at

Queen's on talks about
proximity between

Bosnia and the north.
Opposite Aonnx

Guelxe draws lessons
from lsrael and South
Africa's all party talks.

Pqrqllel lines
LJntit its recent breakdown. the cease'fire in North-
ern freland had lasted about l7 months. Despite the
palpable returr 1o e1srynelitt', the political issues
that lay behind the 25 years of riolence remain
unsolved. At one level, the conflict had come to an
end; but at the pol i t ical lerel.  almost even'thing
remains to be done.

Within the last four months or so. there has been
another peace process - perhaps more remarkable
than NI's - unfolding in Bosnia. Ir  is u orth looking at
this other 'peace process' because i t  mav contain
lessons for Northern Ireland regarding the short
term road to al l-parn'talks. and the long term road
to a f inal pol i t ical sett lenrent.

The principal instmnrent of peace in Bosnia todav
is an ' implementation force' t IFORr deploved br '
N A T O  t o  r e p l a c e  t h e  U \  p e a c e k e e p i n g
force(UNPROFOR). The main task of IFOR is to
patrol a 700-mile long zone of separation (approxi-
mately 4km wide) betrveen the Serb and }luslim
Croat forces. Bosnia has been divided into three
zones, controlled respectively by the British, French
and Americans while overall command of IFOR is
vested in an American admiral. The USA, Britain
and France are providing 43,000 troops between
them and a further 23 countries (11 of them not in
NATO) are taking part. The whole operation is
historic in more ways than one: Germany is deploy-
ing troops outside its territory for the first time since
1949; and Russian soldiers will be serving alongside
American soldiers for the first time since World War
II, and effectively under NATO command. Despite
divergent national interpretations of the peacekeep-
ing function, the military side of the peace process is
expected to go smoothly. The one or two hiccups
that have occurred - over the vexed question of
suspected war criminals - have been ironed out by
IFOR. The real test of the Dayton agreement will
come when the soldiers leave, with the problems of
refugees and the potential for further conflict.

To avoid the dangers inherent in a vaguely in-
tended mandate, the Dayton agreementis expressed
in precise language designed to restrict IFOR's re-
sponsibilities. The emphasis is on peacekeeping and
there is more than a little ironyin the fact thatNATO
is performing exactly the same role as a classic UN
peacekeeping mission: standing between the erst-
while combatants with their consent to preserve
peace to which they have all agreed. The irony is
further compounded by the fact that UNPROFOR's
previous task evolved into something closer to peace
enforcement. a function for which NATO would
have been better suited and in which, of course,
NATO played a part. The UN might also envy the
multinational composition, but strictly controlled
co-ordination, of IFOR, not to mention the robust
rules of engagement that give it considerable retali-

atory flexibility in the event of any ceasefire viola-
tions or backsliding on the Dayton deadlines. Re-
peatedly throughout the Dayton text, the same
sentence recurs: 'Violators of this provision shall be
subject to military action by IFOR, including the use
ofviolence to ensure compliance". The DaytonAgree-
ment lays out a precise timetable for the transition
from a ceasefire to the creation of a stable political
settlement; dates have been set (and so far largely
complied with) for handing over heavy weaponry;
exchanging prisoners; disbanding armed civilian
groups; locating minefields; vacating transferred
territory; and the holding of elections throughout
Bosnia under the supervision of the OSCE.

The political minefields that lie ahead should not
be underestimated. There has been a significant
repartition of ethnic homelands. The new Bosnian
state is effectively a confederation of nvo political
entities one of which is in itself a Muslim-Croat
fecleration. Given the centrifugal attractions of a
-('reater Serbia", and a larger Croatia, the onus will
be on the Bosnian government to convince both
entities that they are equal and each has a fair share
of political power. The resettlement of hundreds of
refusees n'ill constantly challenge the fragile ethnic
balance on n'hich the peace process depends.

Perhaps the most notable feature of the Bosnian
peace deal is the extent to which it depends on
American leadership and military commitment. The
Bosnian conflict posed no direct threat to the secu-
riry of the United States and yet, in sending 20,000
soldiers to Bosnia, President Clinton is probably
taking the biggest risk in his political career which,
if it pays off, rvill secure his re-election. The impera-
tives of the forthcoming U.S. presidential election
campaign coincided rather neatly with a moment
when the military balance between Serbs and Croats
in Bosnia was presenting a window of opportunity
for peace talks. With the Germans and the French
now willing to commit troops to a NATO-led force,
and the Russians, for domestic reasons, wanting to
adopt a more robust role alongside the USA, the
stage was set for the Dayton talks.

When we compare the "peace processes" in Bosnia
and Northern Ireland. we cannot fail to be struck at
the speed with which things have moved in Bosnia.
At one level this is not quite surprising given the
ferocity, the fatalities, the atrocities and the sheer
scale of the Bosnian conflict. in contrast to the
"simmering cauldron" of the North's quarter-cen-
tury. There is the conventional view that the cessa-
t ion of violence faci l i tates dialogue between
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gunfire. If this were true, one would have expected
more progress in the past eighteen months. But the
role ofviolence in bringing about peace should also
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not be forgotten. In his complex book on Northern
Ireland, Frank Wright reminds us that "Most of us
perhaps owe more to violence done on our behalf
than we know ... Violence does often bring a much
deeper peace than before".

Leaving aside the obvious differences between
the Northern Ireland and Bosnian conflicts, there
are some important points of comparison between
the two peace processes. At Dayton, the cease-fire
became an integral part of a wider written agree-
ment that encompassed inter alia the handing over
of weapons, the exchange of prisoners, the policing
of the cease-fire and an agreed road to a political
settlement on the back of elections. The \orthern
Ireland ceasefire was not publiclv, or in rrriting.
linked to a series of obligations entered into bv anr
or all of the parties to the conflict. In an important
sense, the initiative remained rrith those rr'ho initi-
ated (and latersuspended) the cease-fire rr'hereas, in
Bosnia, the cease-fire became the common property
of all parties to the conflict, ancl all have roughly
retained a roughly equal interest in seeing it main-
tained.

The Bosnian peace process has been further-
more considerably assisted br a strong external guar-
antor (the USA) whose disinterested role is not (and

perhaps cannot be) replicated in relation to NI.
Another important contrast is that e lections in Bosnia
are the sequel to a demilitarisation process, not a
parallel track or a precursor. A peace settlement in

NI along the lines of the Dayton Agreement would
be much more difhcult to police: unlike Bosnia, NI
does not have clearly'demarcated ethnic zones be-
tween which a peacekeeping force could be inter-
posed. Even if it rvere acceptable to Britain for an
external, international, peacekeeping force to be
introduced into the \orth, the number of troops
rvould be fargreater than in Bosnia; and therewould
be a clear danger of the 'remedv being worse than
the i l lness';  in the sense that a ubiquitous mil i tary
presrnce rtould undo the 'normality' achieved since
the ceasefires. Without an impartial, and powerful,
eternalguarantor, it is difficult to see what'proxim-
in'talks' would achieve even if they ever took place.
Another sad, but crucial, difference between NI and
Bosnia is that although the erstwhile combatants in
the latter might regard a return to violence as too
ghastly to contemplate, this is not true about the
former, since the violence itself is consistently pre-
vented from escalating beyond an 'acceptable level'.

Finally, any talk of a political solution emerging
from a'Dayton' approach raises the question ofwhat
kind of solution we are looking for: is it a 'grand

compromise'posited on the ethnic divisions in the
North (a la Bosnia) or the more difficult, but prob
ably more durable, solution based on a transforma-
tion of NI society beyond the current unionist/
nationalist dichotomy. We must construct political
institutions that either acknowledge divisions or
overcome them.
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W hereas the basis of the peace process iu Northern Ireland was the endiug of viole[ce, a aruce, the basis of both the South Afric.n
trangitiol and of the accord between the Israeli government and the PLO was a political setdement. Getti[g from the broad oudines .greed
.t the start of the process to the adoption and implementation of a new constitution did rot prove easy in South Africa. Isnel/Palestine
is till some diatance from the achieveftent of a final setdement, rurit€r Adrian Guelhe. Ilo*rcver, the general acceptarce of the parties that
the outcome of the process would entail one person one vote in a single country in the case of Israel/Paletine meant that from the
begianing of the process in each case, the destination was clearly in view.
That was not lhe case in Northern Ireland when th€ paramilitaries embar*ed upon their ceasefircs in 1994. Conceivably, the franework
doc-ume could have perforded the furction of establishing rhe parameters of a setdemeut here, but to haye done so itwould have needed
rhe support of unionists, at the leait from lhe Ulster Udonist Party. Might mor€ skiful drrftiry of the document have brought the Ulst€r
Uuionists on board? That seernr doubtful. Ratler the problem is that the leaders of the Ulster Unioni.st Party either do not see the need
for a compreheDsive s€tdement with nation li.str, or believe that the price being asked for such a deal by trationalists (ecpecially perhapc
the SDLP leader) is too high.
In the case of South Africa and Israel/Palestine, there were minimum concessions that had to be made by the party representing a majodty
of the dominant community for the peace process to sec-ure ilrternation l credibility. That is not as clearly the case ir Norther:o lrelind.
The prejudice of the outside world in favour of a united Irelaad (iust as it favours the rermilication of Cyprr$) meatrs that any setdement
would hnve to eDlhrine lhe right of |latidnalists to aspire to the achievement of a uaited Ireland. That rvould rule out full integration into
the tJIt but would permit the enshrining of fhe principle that any further ch.nge in Northern Ireland's corrtitutional status would r€quire
the consent of. majority of people in Northem Ireland. The problem for unionists ie the import of 'further chatrge', because to get a
comprehensive setdemert wilh natio&lists, they would first be required to accept the ind|Ision of a pennanent ilatitutional lbk between
North and South tlat built on the Irish dimension contained rqithin the Anglo-Iri$h Agreemeut
The credibility of the peace process here was based ou the ending of violence, r t€st, incidentally, that ueither South Africa nor Israel/
Pglestine could have met. It*Es not bas€d on the prospects for a setdement b€hf,cen the parties rePresenting a majority in each community,
the Ulster Unionist Party and the SDLP. This was one reason why I doubted the vahre of the Joint Declaration of December lgg3 (see
Fotbrigftt32il,asitplacdthe emphasis ou endingviolence over achieving apoliticdsetdement. Itwar predict ble that those rdo did not
believe in the necessity and,/or possibility of a compreheisive settlemeut would regard the ceasefires as .n additional argrmrent for
resisting progress in that dhection, The argumenb over the preconditions for ft€ holdirg of allparty lregotiatio.s have tend€d to obscnre
the real problem, which is the absence of the basis for an agreernent betneen the majority of unionists and a majority of nationalb8.
With the benelit of hiudsitht, it is poseible to argue that instead of pLyirg it long the govemment should have iDsist€d on convening all-
party negoti.tionr as a matter of urgency following publication of the Framewor* Docnment. However the likelihood is that all-party
negotiatious would have broken dowu, with perhaps the samc r.sult- The obvious difFtculty is th.t uDl€ss political circumstances change,
ceasefires rarelyhold, as the brealdown of literallyhundreds ofc€as€fires in conflicts across the world shows, Further, experience suse8tg
that the next ceasefire lray not b€ thc Lst. More progress is likely ro b€ made if that r€ality is faced up to. 
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