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Christianity and its
values on the basis of
the number of people
who regard themselves
as Christians of whatever
denomination and who go to
church, then Belfast would
%ualify as one of the most
hristian cities in the
world.

%

together

’ BY JOHN HUME

; F one were to judge Unionist people is not about

their objective, but about their
methods.

It appears to me, and to the
people that I represent, that
the basic methods used to
achieve that objective has been
to hold-all power in their own
hands — ‘Ourselves Alone’. To
include anyone else is seen as a
threat and as ultimately leading
to the undermining of the
Unionist ethos. What we have

The essence of unity and
stability in any society is the
acceptance of diversity.
Paradoxically, the exclusivism
which Unionism appears to us
to represent in our society is in
total contradiction to those
values that Protestantism repre-
sents in world culture: freedom
of conscience; liberty of the
individual; civil and religious
freedom.

Yet in this city, in addition to we hold. We do not share. 'f];l;;]n&t;org;:;toﬁceog;"ﬁrngﬁly
~ the horrible atrocity of murder, It seems to me that such an mist 480 decoly  re -examigé
it has been necessary to build attitude reveals a deep lack of their- attitudes pzian of bt
: 13 walls to separate one section self-confidence. This 1s under- s i Sole: havey béconie
¢ of a Christian people from lined by what appears to the ynvolgvecfe iIr)\ Besical force
! another and to protect them rest of us to be the persistent : vaments o gn%ed slisianie
i from one another. need for the British Govern- motl;e call it. in keevin g\gm;
: Those walls are an indict- ment to repeat their guarantee ash o g Cund notior?' of Irish
ment of everyone, and if we are of the Union. 2 at?igtism iy
genuinely Christian then they The fact that British Govern- P :
should force us to think and to ment Ministers have to repeat Those who claim the right to
i re-examine in depth our atti- it so regularly reveals at the end kill and the right to die in the
{ tudes, because it is our past of the day a fundamental dis- name of Irish unity not only
: attitudes that have built those trust of the commitment to the contradict the meaning of
walls. They are in stark con- guarantee by British Govern- unity, but undermine the integ-
trast to the most fundamental ments. History confirms that rity of the concept, for that
of Christian beliefs, Love They distrust. philosophy is clearly not about
Neighbour. The real question is, do they unity oF people but about unity
y basic request to all sec- trust themselves to make an of territory.
tions of our people is, there- argreement that will preserve To make the most fundamen-
fore, to begin a fundamental and develop their heritage tal human right — the right to
re-examination of our attitudes, foreve, in a manner that will life — subsidiary to a political
for that we must do if we are to preserve their heritage whether’ rinciple is to undermine all
bring those walls down. If we thex remain a majority or ﬂuman rights. Their political
succeed, then in addition to not? : rinciple is that the Irish people
,./\,,\\/‘ achieving the lasting peace that ﬁave the right to self-
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so many of our people want, we
can give an example to other
areas of conflict in the world.

At the end of the day, all
conflicts are about the ‘same
thing — the refusal to accept
difference, and treating differ-
ences as a threat.

It is an accident of birth
where we are born and what we
are born. We are human beings
before we are anything else.
Humanity transcends
nationality or identity. That is
not only a fundamentally Chris-
tian statement. It is the basis of
lastir(IF peace anywhere in the
world.

First, I ask the Unionist
people, largely from the Protes-
tant tradition, to re-examine
their attitudes. The objective of
the Unionist people — the
preservation, Erotection of
their heritage, their ethos and

HE real strength of

the Unionist people

rests in their own

number, their deep

conviction and their
geography. This problem
cannot be solved without
their agreement.

They are their own guaran-
tors and we will achieve lasting
stability when their reoresenta-
tives stand on their own feet
and negotiate an agreement
with those other people with
whom they share a piece of
earth — an agreement that
respects our diversity.

uch an approach would be
totally in keeping with my
understanding of t%\e basis of
Protestantism — the accept-
ance of plurality — which has
been so effectively practised by

determination.

That is the language of the
League of Nations and of the
United Nations, but it derives
from a period in world history
when the nation State was the
essential concept of govern-
ment and was based on terri-
torial interests. i

Territory was more import-
ant than people. That is the
basic philosophy which fuelled
19th and early 20th century
nationalism and led to the two
World Wars and imperialism.

Thankfully the rest of West-
ern Europe, but unfortunatelty
not Eastern Europe, has moved
away from that concept. The
worf’d is a much smaller place
today, not least because of
development in telecommuni-
cations and transport.
Interdependence is today more

. Y i important to &eople than inde-
their way of life is a totally the Protestant tradition in so pendence. We cannot live
honourable and worthy many countries across Europe apart.

objective with which no-one
can quarrel. My question to the

where the same religious differ-
snces existed.

What has to be accepted by
everyone is that it is- people
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who have rights and not
territory. When a people are
divided as to how that right is
to be exercised — as we are —
*hen agreement. cannot be
ichieved by any form of force
) coercion.

In fact, as we know from sad
ind bitter experience, coercion
in any form, particularly
violence, only drives peoples
further apart and deepens their
divisions.

HAT we must
achieve, if we are
to have lasting
peace, is agree-
ment on how we
live together on the island of
Ireland. The terrible price
of our disagreement does
not have to be spelt out.

Whatever form that agree-
ment takes, once our quarrel is
over and we start workin
together, the healing process o
eroding prejudice and distrust
will have begun and will lead in
future generations to a new
Ireland built on respect for
diversity, and whose model will
probably be very different from
any of the traditional models of
the past.

For its part, the British
Government has now made
clear that it not only wants to
see agreement between the
Feople of Ireland on how they
ive together, but that it will do
all in its power to facilitate such
agreement, and if agreement is
reached it will respect such an
agreement.

It goes without saying that
any such agreement would have
to concentrate not only on

iving positive expression to

%elal;sonships Wilhlr:’l Ireland,
but also to the unique relation-
ships which exist between
Britain and Ireland.

Such agreement should be
much easier today than 50
years ago. We live together in
a Europe which has sorted out
much deeper differences and
we have a duty to learn from
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the European experience.
European peoples slaughtered
one another twice in this cen-
tury alone — 35m died in the
Second World War. :

No-one could have forecast
50 years ago that we would
have Eumﬁean unity today, a
unity which has respected the
widespread diversity and dig-
nity of the people of western
Europe, and which has put its
bitterness and distrust behind
it. It is our duty to examine
how it was done and apply the
lessons to areas of conflict
9y’erywhere. How did they do
1t?

The people of western
Europe accepted that differ-
ence Is not a threat. The answer
to difference is to respect it and
to build institutions which
accommodate difference and
allow the people to work their
common ground together —
the common ground being
economics. That is grecisely the
approach we should adopt.

n keeping with that
approach, with' our problem
being the need to accommodate
two sets of legitimate rights —
the , rights of the Unionist
people to their identity, their
ethos and their way of life, and
the right of the nationalist

eople to Erecisely the same —

believe that, in the context of
the new Europe in which
sovereignty has changed its
meaning and whose very
existence is a proclamation that
the independent nation State is
out of date, it should be easier
for us to resolve our differ-
ences.

Our situation today is totally
different to the 1920s where
our problem was a
straightforwrd clash of
sovereignties. Today, both
British and Irish Governments
are sharing sovereignty over
our most fundamental interests
with ten other countries and
are committed by internatioanl
agreement to “an ever closer
union”'.

If we take the positive view,
nationalists can take comfort
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essence

of unity
and stability
in any
society

is the ;
acceptance
of diversity .

from the fact that an ever closer
union applies to both parts of
Ireland within Europe, while
Unionists can draw comfort
from the fact that it applies fo
ever closer union between
Britain and Ireland in the new
Euorpe.

What remains for us to do‘is
to sort out our own relation-
ships so that we can take
responsibility for the matters
that effect all our people and

create the circumstances -in

which we will at last work
together in our common in-
terests. '

The challenge has now been
But before us by the Joint

eclaration. It is a clear chal-
lenge to all of us to come to the
table armed only with our
convictions. It is also a historic
challenge to be the first genera-
tion in centuries that will take
the gun and the bomb out of
our politics. = #« ;

HE peace dividend is

enormousrGiven the

strength of both our

traditions across the

world — 44m in
America alone — the
support in economic terms
will be enormous and we
can all indulge in true
atriotism, putting people
irst before territory or flags
and offering hope to our
f'oung that they can earn a
iving in the land of their
birth.

To borrow a thought from
Louis McNeice, it is too late to
save our soul with bunting.
And to borrow a quote from
Lord Craigavon in 1938: ‘We
cannot forever live apart’.

Living together means not
only respecting our differences,
but harnessing our considerable
energies and talents for the first
time in our history to build, not
to destroy.

Have we the moral couraﬁe
and leadership to accept the
challenge?
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