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FULL TEXT OF STATEMENT FROM GERRY ADl}MS MP 

Since Peter Brooke was appointed by the British Prime 
Minister as the British minister responsible for the 6 
counties he has made three major (and sometiroes 
contradicto1 ··y) stateruents in terms which are clea>'ly aimed at 
Irish republicans. His last statement has been l'epresented 
by sections of the media as a major shift in British policy. 
No doubt this point will also be made by tJ-,e SDLP leadership 
at their party's conference this weekend. 

Republicans, and everyone else, must examine Mr Brooke's 
remarks carefully. Are they indeed a major shift in policy? 
Are they 111erely part of a clever propaganda exercise? Is 
there a chan,;;re in emphasis? The answers to tJ-,ese questions 
s,,ay not emerge for soh1e tirue. What is clear, however, is 
that Mr Bro,:ike wants to be part of a public ,jebate on the 
question of partition, and tJ-,e claim of his government to 
ownership of a part of Ireland. Unfortunately, he wants such 
a debate on his own censored terms and he excludes tJ-,e very 
people, (many of us witt, an Irish 111andate which t-,e lacks) to 
wt-1.-:)ru, we are told, tie wist-n?s to reach out. Those who wi 11 
argue 1n support of Mr Brooke's position sh,:-,_�ld remind him 
of tr-,1s fact. 

Mr Brooke either hints or points clearly to some future talks 

( 

with Sinn Fein. Whenever he has been asked t,y us in tJ-,e past 
to spell out t-,is scenario for such talks he has fudged the 
issue, His refusal to talk to our party on the grounds 
stated by hin,, given his own involver11ent as head of the 
political wing of BritisJ-, army 1n Ireland is clearly 
untenable, His willingness to talk to other Irish parties, 
especially unionists delegations which include many incitees 
to violence, and other non-Unionist supporters of British 
crown forces, expose his refusal to talk to Sinn Fein as a 
propaganda position against our supporters. 

His assertions of goodwill towards those we represent will be 
disr111ssed quite correctly by them as patronising 
p 1·opagandistic platitudes wJ-,ich bear no reality to the life 
they are forced to live under British rule, Sinn Fein's 
position on armed struggle is quite clear. We believe that 
IrisJ-, peogle have the right to use armed struggle in the 

onte:,+ of seeking Irish independence and in the conditions 
of British occupation in the six counties. Whether IrisJ-, 
people wish to exercise that right is a n-,atter for tt-1em. 
n-,at is our opinion. It is also a matter of political 
reality an,j a fact of life. It will be so, unfortunately, 
until tJ-,e condi·tions which create it are changed. Sinn Fein 
wishes to ct,ange those conditic,ns. We want a total 
deri,ilita1isation of the situation and an end to arr,H?d 
ronflict of all kinds in our country, 
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Sinn Fein offer Peter Brooke talks at any time and without 

any preconditions as an indication of our party's willingness 
to assist a process towards peace and justice in our country, 

In the meantime, some 

Brooke's statement need 
question of partition. 

of 
to 

the 
be 

points contained in Peter 
challenged, for example, the 

Pa1·ti tion a denial of democracy 

Partition was never subr,,itted to the 
ratification, Its ir,,position represented 
represent a fundar11ental denial of democracy 
Irish people of the freedom to exercise 
national self-determination. 

Irist-, people for 
and continues to 
- a denial to the

their rights to

The pretext for partition - the wishes of a national minority 
to maintain Sri ·tist-, rule - holds no validity, morally or in 
international law, against tt-,e express wishes of the vast 
majority of the Irish people. 

Partition perpetuates the British government's denial of the 
Irish people's right to self-deterroination. Because 1t 1s 
fundar11entally undemocratic and repressive, partition 
perpetuates the eye le of oppression/ dor.-,i nation/ resistance/ 
oppression. 

The anti-democratic nature of the 6 county state itself 
pre,:ludes any solution within its confines. 

Partition, imposed by Britain against the wishes of the Irist-, 
people and througt-, force of arms, was never intended to 
resolve the underlying causes of the conflict in this 
country, 

It bas not and 1-aonrit resolve the underlying causes of 
�onflict 1n this country, 

Sn it is that 67 years after the 
conflict and political 1nstab1l1ty 
ever, 

partition of Ireland the 
rema1 n as deep rooted as 

The effect, of partition was and is to erect a gerrymandered 
barrier against Irish re-unifi,:ation 1n perpetuity, It 
flaunts all the accepted concepts of den,ocracy, As such it 
is bas1cal ly flawed. Tt-,e inequities which the six-county 
state has spawned, and the political violence from the 
oppressed which they provoke, are the inevitable consequence 
of its very existence, Inequality and oppression, and the 
resulting resistance , are the price which t-,as had to be paid 
for a state founded on a systen, of political, social and 
economic privilege. 

Partition also effects tt-,e 26 county state. It effects all 
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of Ireland, It also effects the relationship between the 
people of Ir·eland and the people of Britain. These 
relationships can only be norrflalised in the context of Irish 
national self determination. � 

The IRA has stated clearly on a number of occa ions that for 
republicans, armed struggle is not a dogma The IRA says 
that arrued struggle is a r,,ett,od of pol i t1cal struggle adopted 
1·eluc tant l y and as a Tast resort in the absence of any viable 
alternative, For nationalists locked into a hostile and 
repressive sectarian state, syster,,at1cal ly discriminated 
against, denied their rights as citizens, their cultural 
identity and d1gni ty, abandoned by the Dublin government, 
subservience or aPmed struggle become the only options. 
Political violence from all quarters stemming from the 
repressive and undemocratic nature of partition has been a 
feature of this state since its inception. The onus 1s on 
those who clairn that there is an alternative to the IRA's 
arrue,j struggle to prove that tt,is is the case. Recent 
British clair,,s that tt,ey are no longer politically committed 
to the union provide an opportunity for those who argue such 
a position to test its validity. 

National Selr-Oetermination 

' r (" f" b::'t r11 I lM 11'
4

111 1'5 

f reedow to deterr,nne 
developruent, without 
or total disruption 
integrity, 

a, nation's exercise of the political 
its own economic, social and cultural 

external influence and without partial 
of the national unity or territorial 

freland today clearly does not r,n:et those criteria nor does 
the prete·,.t for partition hold ,:;iood against those criteria. 

In tt,e words of Sean McBri,je, winner of tt,e Nobel and Lenin 
Peace prizes: 

"Ireland's right to sovereignty, independence and unity are 
inalienable and indefeasible. l t 1 s for the Irish people as 
a whole to deterrooine the future status of Ireland. Neither 
Britain nor a srooall ruinority selected by Britain has any 
rigt,t to partition the ancient island of Ireland, no,- to 
determine its future as a sovereign nation." 

The right of tt-,e Irish people, 
determination 1s supported by 
principles of international law. 

as a whole, to self­
universally recognised 

On the basis of these principles Sinn Fein holds the 
realisation of the right of tt,e Irish people to national 
self-deterruinat1on as our primary political objective, and 
we 1,jentify its denial as the rooaJor source of conflict in 
this country today. 
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n--,e people ,:,f I re land have never been permitted to exercise 
their right to national self-deterrflination. British 

governrnent polio:y has consistently denied the exercise of 
that right to the Irish people. The British government veto -

explicit 1n that policy and reiterated by Peter Brooke 
continues today, 

British governruent policy has sustained a 
political allegiance in Ireland - the national 
a clear majority and the unionist allegiance 

n-,inor i ty. 

division of 
allegiance of 

of a national 

British government policy - manifest in partition - upholds 

the unionist political allegiance of a national minority 
against the national and democratic rights of the maJority. 

When a people are divided 1n political allegiance the 
democratic principle 1s that ruajority rights should prevail; 
the ruore so when such fundaruentals as national rights are in 

question. 

It is the British government's refusal to recognise Irish 

national rights nationhood, integrity of the national 
territory, national independence and sovereignty - which has 
caused the problem and maintains it. 

The unionist veto, grafted by the British government onto its 
deliberate fracture of Irish national unity, has become the 
cornerstone of the British government's rationale for its 

continuing exercise of sovereignty over the six counties as 
the major reason for its continuing presence in Ireland. 

Today's unionists represent some 20% of the Irish nation. 

fhey are a national minority; a significant n,inority but a 
minority nevertt-,eless. To bestow the power of veto over 
national independence and sovereignty on a national m1nori ty 
is in direct contravention of the principle of self­
deterr,li nation. 

Unionist Rights 

Sinn F&in 

which not 
independent 

r ec Oid'n 1 ses 

only can 
I , ... eland. 

that unionists have 
be upt-,eld but r.-,ust 

democratic 
be upheld 

fhat is a democratic norm. 

rights 
in an 

Moreover we would argue that those democratic rights would 
begreatly strengthened 1n an independent Ireland. 

As Unionists have frequently pointed out, most emphatically 

since the si,_:;in1ng of the Hillsborough Treaty, the British 

Government has, where it sees fit, choosen to ignore the 
wishes of the Unionist population. This concept of consent is 
c,ne applied selectively, and rarely, by the British 
Government. 
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Because, under British rule, the political status of the six 
count1es is e:;<actly what the unionists say it is - an off­
shore • prov i nee' which is an integral part of the United 
Kingdom - its people cannot hope to have any significant say 
1n the direction of their own affairs until tt-,ey choose to 
exercise their influence within an all-Ireland system. 

All argument wh1ch 1s based on a reference to the "wishes of 
the democratic rnaJority" 1n the six counties 1s, therefore, 
based on a false premise, since it takes a stand in defence 
of something wt-,ich they do not have anyway, And apart from 
its dependence on the illus1on of self-determination, it 
tends - as all arguments based on false premises are wont to 
do to lead in its practical application to contradiction 
and arubigui ty". 

Mechanistic democratic logic, applied rigidly to a situation 
such as that existing 1n the six counties, gets itself tied 
up in knots, basically because the problem is falsely 
presented froroo tt-oe start and because the real nature of the 
probler,, is over-looked, 

The real problem can in no way be defined as one of forcing 
the Protestant population • into' anything; tt-,e real problem 
is one of forcing Britain to get out and to grant 
democratic self-determination to all the Irish people without 
reference to their relig1on, If that democratic assembly, the 
Westminster parliament, should decide that 1t was its 
democratic wish to withdraw from Ireland, there is no 
democratic reason wt-,y it should riot do so", Peter Brooke 
knows this as well as I do, 

The argun,ent that the democratic wishes of the unionist 
population, a national minority, are paramount and that the 
concept of coercion 1s. in itself, undemocratic is fraught 
with similar cc,ntradict1ons, 1gnor1ng, not least, tt.e fact 
that 600,000 nationalists were forcibly c,:,erced into the 6 
county state. Where 1s the principle of democratic c,:,nsent 
for northern nationalists. 

fhe argument that the consent ,:,f this national rninor1ty 
elevated into a majority within an undemocratic, artificially 
created state, is necessary before any •:onstitutional change 
,an occur 1s a nonsense whict-, the British have ignored wt-,en 
it as su1te,j theroo to do so, More significantly it ign,:,res the 
roooral arguroent tt-,at the state which resulted fror,, the 
creation of this artificial m1nority was inherently 
oppressive and violent. It ignores the fact that the present 
constitutional a,•rangements based on this false premise of 
'democratic consent' t-,ave lead to decades of bloody war, and 
that all atterupts to fin a solution within these confines 
have failed. It ignores the reality in British and 
international law tt-,at the British G,:,vernment, if it wist-,es, 
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can legislate itself out of Ireland and the unionists into a 

new situation. 

Sinn Fein has lon,;;i accepted that Northe.-n P1-otestants have 
fears about their civil and religious liberties and we have 

consistently insisted that these liberties niust be ,:;iuaranteed 

and protected. We offer unionists a settlement based on their 
uniting with the rest of the Irish people and ending 

sec ta l"' i an i sro 

Sinn Fein seeks a new constitution of Ireland which would 

inr-lude written guarantees for those presently constituted as 

'loyalists' 

Our search for peace has ti:i rise above the consequences of 

imperialist rule if the post - partition independent Ireland 

is indeed to be based on the unity of catholic, protestant 

and dissenter . We have no desire to turn back the pages of 

history, or to dispossess the loyalists and foolishly attempt 

to reverse the Plantation. We seek a settlement based on 

their throwing in their lot with the rest of the Irish people 

and the end of sectarianism. 
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British Neutral1ti,? 

rt,e exercise of the right to national self-deterr,,ination 1n 
fH ac ti,-e involves, pr i111ar 1 l y, the acceptance of Irish 
national rights by the British government; in effect the 
ending of current Bri t1sh governruent policy and the removal 
of the veto that that governroent has arbitrarily imposed on 
the e:.,ercise by the Irish people of tt-,eir national and 
democratic rights. 

Withc,ut such a fundamental policy change by the British 
gove,·nment it is difficult to conceive of unionists 
considering t-,aving to come to a consensus with nationalists, 
Indeed a guarantee of the maintenance of partition in 
perpetuity leaves unionists with no reason to seek a 
consensus. Within tt-,e context of such a policy change Sinn 
Fein believes that agreement between people of the 
nationalist and unionist traditions is not only desirable but 
achievable, 

We believe that consent can be obtained if the relevant 
parties and particularly the two governments concerned 
demonstrate the political 111111 to achieve it. 

As a first 
reunification 
iadvocate this? 

step 
as a 

both gc,vernments 
policy obJective. 

must establish 
Wi 11 Peter 

Will he advocate an end to the Union? 

Irish 
Brooke 

It is obviously desirable that everything reasonable st-,ould 
be done to obtain the consent of a maJority in the North to 
the constitutional, political and financial steps necessary 
for bringing about the end of partition, This can best be 
achieved when the British Governroent has established Irish 
re-unification as a firm policy obJect1ve. t ff as Peter Brooke implies, the Britist-, Government is no 
lo�ger bound by idealogical or strategic considerations to 
the Union and the sole factor involved is unionist consent, 
then then an opportunity to advance the situation clearly 
e><ists. Mr Brooke's claim to be that his government is 
politically neutral is contradicted by its pro-active defence 
of tt-,e union and partition. But, nevertheless his claim is a 
challenging one whict-, deserves to be tested, If the British 
position is indeed one of political neutrality then they are 
open to persuasion that they should shift the massive 
resou,-ces and energy presently bein,;i expendecl 1n defence of 
partition and 1n attempts to find a partit1onist arrangement 
an,:l direct them instead towards soo,e alternative 
arrangen,ents. Given that the present partit1onist 
s1rranger,·,ents t-,ave at,Jectly failed to deliver peace or 
�tability, and given that the British t-,ave claimed to be 
pc:'11t1<ally neutral, then they must be open to persusas1on 
+�,at peace and stab1l1ty can be secured 1n tt-,e context of
r ish re-un1f1,:at1on, Sinn Fein 1s willing, witt-,out pre-
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con,ji tions 01' rigidity to enter into ir11r,,ediate dialogue in 
I this context. Peter Brooke in his 100 day stateroent accepted 

the inevitability of talks with Sinn Fein. We have a 
democratic mandate to represent the views of our electorate. 
Why ten postpone the inevitable, more-so, when to do so 
perpetuates an unn ecessary and bitter conflict. 

But it is not only the responsibility of republicans to 
persuade the British of the logic of such a policy shift 
towards Irish national self-deterr,nnation. Irish re­
unification is the declared aim of all Irish political 
parties e:,:cept the unionists. It 1s therefore the duty of the 
representatives of Irish nationalism, north and south, 
particularly those who condemn armed struggle, to concentrate 
their consi,jerable resources into such a process of 
persuasion. 

Given British assertions of 'neutrality, the representatives 
of Irist-, nationalisr11, and in particular the Dublin Government 
an,j the SDLP, are duty bound to advance the argument that the 
best way to "see agreement aruong the people who share tt-,e 
island of Ireland is for Britain to adopt a policy of 
endin,;i the union in the context of a United Ireland and they 
should tt-,en actively seek agreement an,ong the people who 
share the island of Ireland on t-,ow this can be accomplished. 

Once this is the British obJective the strategy (or 
strategies) for achieving it should be a matter of formal 
agreement between the representatives of the Irish people and 
the British government. The search for such agreement must of 
o:-ourse involve northern Protestants and every effort ruust be 
n,ade to get their agreement and involvement in tt-,e 
constitutional, financial and political arrangements needed 
to replace partition. Furthermore, regardless of their 
attitude to such arrangements, their rights must be 
guaranteed in whatever arrangements emerge from such 
deliberations. 

In other words once the above objective becomes British 
policy and wt-,i le the dernoc ratic policy contained 1n it is 
cont1nued throughout its impleruentation, there must be due 
provision for the rights of northern Protestants and every 

effort made to win their consent. By adopting such a policy 
t..,., Br i tist-, would be Joining tt-,e persuaders. 

It is also the ,:ontext ..Ln wt,ich republicans and der,,ocrats 
will Judge Mr Brooke's reruarks and the comruents of those who 
attempt to bu1lda case against Sinn Fein based upon his 
stateruents. Surely if Britain now has no self interest in 
t,e1ng in Ireland as Mr Brooke ,:larn,s the British government 
roust have an open roind on the future of I re land and be open 
to such a proposition. In this proposition we are re­
stating the deruocratic position that neither the British or 
the unionists have a rigt-,t tc, maintain partition and the 

I 
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union We would also assert that tt-,e consent of nortt-,ern 
Protestants, like any othe,- interest group, is desirable on 
tt-,e constitutional, financial and political arrangements 
needed to end partition. It is a responsibility of all Irish 
democrats to guarantee that all Irish people are treated 
equally, 

rhe fu11damental republican and nationalist position t-,as 
always been to get Britain to abandon its partitionist policy 
and adopt instead a policy of with,jrawing from Ireland and 
handing over sovereignty to an all-Ireland government whose 
sele,-tion would be a democratic matter for the Irish people. 
This position is based on the principle of national self-' 
determination and deruo,:racy. 
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