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Sean Lemass cared little adeut hiotory. Resolutely,
unceremoniously and relentlessly, he faced the modern Irish
State into the future, tearing it from the suffocating embrace
of that historical obsession which Joyce had so plaintively
described as the nightmare from which he was trying to awake.
Lemaocs succeeded with a whole people where Joyce conceded
defeat in hls own case. Lemass cared even less about his own
place in history. An eneuy of the sclemn and the rhetorical,
he was supremely a man of action, of practical and rigorous
action, perfectly content to let future generations judge hilm
not by what he said but on the record of his deeds.

It is right that he should be commemorated by these Sean Lemass
Commemorative Lectures at Exeter and I deem 1t an honour to be
asked to contribute to the series. There 1s an old expression
in ¢he Irish language used to honour the deead: "Cloch a chur
Tena chairn chulmhne": to add a stone to the grave mound of his
remembterance. As T add my small pebtle tc his high and
accurulating cairn, I suspect that Lemass himself would wish
his morument to be incernated first and foremcst In & cdynamic,
prosperous, peaceful and stable Irelendé 1iving ir cooperative
harmony with Britgir, Trn that sense nis epitaph, iike Emmet's
‘v nis day, remalns to be wrltten. We all have much to learn
rom him, as the British and Irish Governmernts and peop.es are
confronted today with a crisis in Northern Ireiand which in
s' 1ifetime wculd have been unimaginable in 1its sca.e, 1its

s
norror and its apparent intractablliity.

The lesson of Sean Lemass' 1life to each cf the protagonists of
today's misery 1s simple and compelling: we must each refuse to
be the prisoner of our own or anyone else's history. Speaking
on Northern Ireland in August 1961, he summed up his feelings
with characteristic directness: "I do not belleve that any body
of reasonable people can be Kept inarticulate for ever by the
repetvition of out-ofl-dale slogans', If togecther and
severally, Margaret Thatcher, Garret FitzGerald, Charles
Haughey, Dick Spring, Jim Molyneaux, Ian Paisley and John Hume,
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could meditate on the wisdom of that insight and live up to
its implications, the way forward for all of us would be clear
and irresistible.

As 1t 1s, we have until recently for the most part allowed
ourselves to be paralysed by competing and irreconcilable
out-of-date slogans. I have heard speeches in the House of
Commons in language that wag used by British Taries in 1912 and
abandoned by them, or so it was belleved, in 1920. The terms
of most unionist orators remain frozen in 1690 - "what we have
we hold", "not an inch" - excluding from the minds of their
listeners any possibility of generoslity or imagination. Nor
are nationalists immune from introspectlve

self-incarceration. Yeats, somewhat absurdly and with an
offensive arrogance, once asked:

"Did that play of mine send out
Certain men the English shot?"

Tre slaughter of Northern Ireland Protestants and Catholics by
the Provisional IRA in recent weeks was caused primarily not by
the explosives, bullets and mortars of Derry, Armagh, Pomeroy,
Newry end Enniskillen, but by the repetition of out-of-date
siogans. Ir this case, "words alone are certain bad", to
paraphrase the poet. But for those words, those siogans, no
guantity of gelignite, no arsenal of rocket launchers or
armalites, would have killed a single one of those victims.,
Lemass was not afraid to Jettison out-of-date slogans, however
precious they might once have teen, or to face up tc th
uncongenial realities of his day. In negotiating the
Anglo-Irish Free Trade Area Agreement and in pushing the modern
Irish State towards full membership of the European
Communities, Lemass was blaspheming in the eyes of the
sloganeers of his own traditlion: he was dishonouring, they
would say, the Sinn Fein dead who had fought and died for,
among other causes, economic self-sufficliency behind a Berlin



rnoﬁ 393 1 712116 '95.03.06 10149

tariff-wall. What his detractors failed to understand was
that he was fighting for real self-sufficlency

grounded, not in protectionism, but in the self-confidence of
bracing competition. In 1963, on his return from Belfast as
the first Head of &an Irish Government to talk to the Prime
Minister of Northern Ireland for many years, he was asked by
his aides for a comment for the morning press: "Tell them
things will never be the same again" he said with relish.

Lemass tried manfully to improve Anglo-Irish relations, the
most intricate and the most complex relationship that exists
between any two countries today. His efforts were mainly in
the economic sphere and they ylelded lasting advantage to both
sildes. It is all the more depressing today to see British
Ministers, including the Prime Minister, hung up on out-of-date
symbols and slogans in their approach to the great crisis of
Northern Ireland. Instead of seeking a genuine solution 1n
1ts own right, they are hung up on narrow and unworkable
conceptions of sovereignty and self-determination which they
have rightly abandoned in many other areas of policy. Mrs.
Thatcher thus dismisses the three options in the Forum Report
pecausge they would be inconsistent with those particular
cuiicepllons of ssvergignty and colfedetarminatinn, hut &he
casts such notions to the winds when it comes to the control of
US nuclear weapons in the heart of Great Britain itself, or
when it comes to Gibraltar or Britain's obligations in NATO or
the European Communities. By contrast the partlies to the New
Treland Forum have laid down and accept no preconditions for
accommoedating the realities that we have ldentified. In
rejecting our three options, Mrs. Thatcher put forward as &
monumental precondition her own outdated notion of soverelgnty

The Unionists for their part have been allowed by Mrs. Thatcher
and her Government to evade the obligatlon to think, to look
for solutions, or even to see the real world in front of thelr
noses, by hunkering down behind their particular Berlin wall,
the "guarantee". This, as it has hitherto operated, has been
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a guarantee to one particular group of one million people that
they alone would determine in every way and at every level
their future and the future of over half a million others in
Northern Ireland who disagree with them, without reference to
the other fifty-four million people 1n Britain and the other
three and a half million people 1n the island cf Ilreland. The
only certainty that this arrangement now guarantees is
permanent division, permanent crisis and, alas, a continuation
of the present cycle of instability and violence. Let me be
clear: it 1s not the fault of my unionist neiéhbours in
Northern Ireland that they are blinkered and incapable of any
otjective assessment of the divided community that 13 ours: it
was the British Goverment that first put on, and successive
British Governments that since kept on, those blinkers and
then, donning thelr own plinkers, persuaded themselves for two
generations that the unionist horse did not really exist.

Neither of course did the nationalist Jjennet exist for elther
the British or the unionists. Obviously, the problem was and
i1s that we did exist and that we do. By thie time thig rude
discovery was made in the late sixties, a situation had been
created and entrenched in Northern Ireland whereby nationallists
had no confidence whatever In the capacity of elther the
British or the unionists to understand our situaticn or to
accommodate our identity or our rights. Systems had been
established in the political, security, Judicial and economic
domains in which our role and our situation were those of an
inferior tribe. The feelings of resentment of nationalists at
a comprehensive network of injustice are difficult to describe
and very difficult for British people, who for centuries have
wet had the ocuffoeating experience nf tyrannical pccupation, to
understand. Various attempts since the slxtles to tacklie the
crisis have either been inadequate and thereby made matters
worse, or have foundered as happened when Harold Wilson
surrendered to a political strike of loyalist workers in May
1974, Throughout the years the tvendency in London has been to
blame the two communities in Northern Ireland for their "tribal
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wartarae”, as though Britulo had llttle o ns reapanninility
for the situatlion. Britain has and retains the most
fundamental responsibility for the existence and continuation
of the crisis and the inescapable obligation to resolve 1t,

Having said that, I repeat that the record of Irish nationallsm
{s far from perfect. In some respects it has been very bad
indeed and in the case of the men and women of violence 1t
remains utterly destructive, self-defeating and shameful. On
the 11 February 1958, Sean Lemass addressed those on the
nationalist side of this issue who falled to face that the
reality of division was among the people of Ireland and who
preferred to see our problems as involving no more than the

removal of an arbitrary line on & map:

"I would be appalled at the prospect for Ireland 1f an
opportunity ever presented itself to us cof bringing
partition tec an cnd by forcse, of compelling these people
in the North who are now opposed to us against their
will. This would lead to a very dangerous situation
which would require us to continue to exert force, and
to repress hostility in the North. It would mean the
creation, virtually, of a police state in the North.
This would, I think, be detrimental to both North and
South and morally destructive'.

Instead he proposed a positive and reallstilc policy:

"The problem of restoring national unity is, in esence,
one of breaking down the barriers of suspliclon,
antagonism, prejudice and misunderstanding which now
divide a minority in the north east from thelr fellow
countrymen, Anything which tends to break or lower
these barriers is good; anything which tends to realise or
strengthen them is bad. I think 1t 1is as simple as
that'.

It is a pity that we have not always managed on our side of the
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argument to live up to Lemass' standards.

The division of Ireland in 1920 was a great human tragedy which
diminished the lives of generations of unlonlsts and
nationalists since then. On the nationalist side 1t has, as
wes inevitable, given rise to a tendency to introspection and
to a concentration of emphasis on & narrower view of the
nationatist heritage lhan Lhe broad tradition of true Irish
republicanism which had sought to accommodate both Irish
traditions. The cdecision of 1920 raised and strengthened the
parriers on both sides that Sean Lemass wanted to lower. On
the nationalist side it ironically gave rise to the enduring
misconception that, but for partition, there would have been a
homogeneous nationalist, separatist Gaellc-speaking Ireland.
In other words the formal act of partition obscured and
distorted the reality of division among the people of Ireland
which ante-dated partition and which 1t is our responsibility
to confront and to accommodate.

Tpish nationalism has, however, in the past year made a major
and I believe irreversible breakthrough, creating an historlc
opportunity for all concerned: the British, the Unionists and
ourselves. The New Ireland Forum was a remarkable
enterprise. A1l four political partles which constituted the
forum - three of them in one way or another normally in
competition - attempted to define the irreducible reailtles
which constitute the basis of the problem of Northern Ireland
today and, in doing so, managed in very difficult circumstances
corporatedly to encompass the realism and the self-confidence
of Sean Lemass. The result 1is the Framework for a New
Ireland, the Realities and Requirements of Chapter 5 of the
Forum Report, summed up by the Forum in the following formula:

"The solution to both the historic problem and the
current. arists of Northern Ireland and the continuing
problem of relations between Ireland and Britaln
nenpssarily requlres new structures that will accommodate

S
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together two sets of legitimate rights:

- the right of nationallsts to effective politicel,
symbolic and administrative expression of the
identity; and

- the right of unionists to effective political,
symbolic and administrative expression of thelr
identity, their ethos and their way of life".

The Forum went on to call on the British Government tc enter
into discussions with the Irish Government to accommodate the
Realities and meet the Requlirements defined by the Forum.

The detailed definition of the Realltles seen by the Forum as
pasic, constitutes a fundamental shift on the part of Irish
nationalism, breaking the deadlock created over generatlons by
the irreconcilable slogans of the competing protagonists.
Thus, if they would but see 1t, the definition of the unionisv
1dentity and ethos, and the acceptance of the rignht of
unionists to the accommodation of their identity and ethos,
provide unionists with the first real reassurance of thelr
rights and thelr future ever offered to them. John Hewltt,
the distinguished northern poet, nad stated s perennial anxlety
on behalf of the entire unionist tradition:

"This 1o our country also, nowhere plae;
and we shall not be outcast on the world".

The Forum has now said "yes" resoundingly to Hewltt's demand,
on behalf of those who purportedly threaten the unionlst
interest, the nationalists of Ireland, and in a way which,
unlike the so-called "guarantee", accepts and settles the
question rather than making 1t perpetually uncertaln and a
aource of endless deadlock.

I was profoundly struck, as I d4id a little reading in
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preparation for this talk, by the extent to which 3Sean Lemass
anticipated many of the positions of the Forum keport. The
statements I have quoted from him match, I belleve, the
creative realism of the Forum. What has now been achleved is
that those realistic and generous positions have been suscribed
Lo by eke entino body of Irish nafinnalist leadersiie. As
Lemass would undoubtedly have said: "Things will never be the

same again",

We, the nationalists of Ireland have presented our analysis.,

It i1s now a matter for the British Government and the Unlonlsts
to respond. As 1s known, talks have been taking place for
gseveral months between the two Governments. The 1rish
Government has made it clear that 1t 1is approaching nhese
exchanges on the basils of the Forum Report. Desplte the
extremely insensitive remarks of Mrs. Thatcher after the
Chequers Summit, it seems that some common ground may emerge
hetween the two sldes, In accepting the need for a new
framework which would accommodate the unionist and the
nationalist identities, Mrs. Thatcher has begun to approach the
analysis of the Forum. What matters of course 1s the
substantive nature of that framework and 1ts constituent
structures: that will be the test that Lemass himself would
have applied and on which we must insilst,. As he would say,
action is what is what 1s needed now.

T have tried to get young people in Northern Ireland to take
Martin Luther King as a model in theilr struggle for Justice and
narmony through non-violent peclitlcal action. His tuplacable
courage in the face of tyranny and adversity, hls vast humanlity
and his resolute opposition to all violence are the gualitles
we must call on in our own campaigns. What he sald about
violence in a divided society has the most direct application
to our problems in Northern Ireland and could not be improved
upon.

"Violence as a way of achieving racial Justice 1s both

tmpractical and immoral. It 1is impractlical because it 1is



g

N IST 1 TLILLE T
FROM IS8T 1 7TL21LE CEE LT, Ak 1=

-9 -

a descending spiral ending in destruction for all. The
0old law of any eye for an eye leaves everycne viind. It
1s i1mmoral because 1t seeks tO humiliate the cpponent
rather than win his understanding; it seeks 10O annihilate
rather than to convert. Violence {8 immoral because 1t
thrives on hatred rather than love. It destroys
community and makes brotherhood impossible. It leaves
soclety in monologue rather than dlalogue. Violence ends
by defeating itself. It creates bitterness in the
survivors and brutality 1in the destroyers".

T would add the example of Sean Lemass to that of Martin Luther
King. We are also in need of the wisdom of the practical, the
patriotism of sweat rather than blood and the priceless glfts
of humility and good humour which he so magnificantly
exemplified. T am convinced that, inspired by the record of
his deeds, we will yet write for him in this generatlion the
epitaph he would most earnestly have deslred: a new Ireland In
which the men and women of both traditions live and work
narmoniously with each other, retaining thelr identitles and
enjoying their rights, and a new Anglo-Irish relationship In
which our two countries for the first time cooperate on an

agreed basis for the good of all our peoples.



	Hume_1985-03-06_0102
	Hume_1985-03-06_0103
	Hume_1985-03-06_0104
	Hume_1985-03-06_0105
	Hume_1985-03-06_0106
	Hume_1985-03-06_0107
	Hume_1985-03-06_0108
	Hume_1985-03-06_0109
	Hume_1985-03-06_0110
	Hume_1985-03-06_0111

