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Dear David 

I am attaching a copy of Paisley's recent speech to the DUP 
Annual Conference. It contains flowery language to say the 
least! Incidentally, we were told that the NIO were excluded 
from the Conference. Chris McCabe was phoned at midnight on 
the Conference eve and told he would be barred if he turned up 
seeking admittance. 

Yours sincerely, 

Sean Farrell 
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DUP Leader's Speech To 
Conf ere nee '92 

IJJ every aeoenlion since Ille Plan11tion settlement in Ille 17th century Uls1er loyali.w have been fon:ed 10 
defend lhcir heritage. ThcR is no discharge in this war. In every qcnc:tation Ulster expects every man 10 do his 
duty. 

Enemies which recognise no laws, who arc convinced lhat they arc doing God's seivicc, who are inspired 
from childhood by the anti-British 1eaehin11 of the Irish Catholic Church, who have admiued that prieslly 
absolution has been theirs after the most bloodiest of their crimes, and whose leaders like Gerry Adams can 
publicly parade in the glare of iclevision lights to the mass altar and eat the so-ailed Body o{ Christ and can 
be seen 10 be recognised by Mother Church as being in a stale of grace, arc enemies most diffictllt 10 conquer. 

Then: is no lie too black, there is no crime of blood too crimson, there is no murder too diabolical, and 
lhere is no act of lawlessness too monsuous in which they will not engage in order to achieve their cods. 

Age, sex, religion, form no deterrent 10 lhem. They have swallowed and imbibed and arc iotally controlled 
by !he Jesuits' hellish principle• lhc end justifies the means. There are therefore no damnable means that they 
will not harness 10 forward their juggernaut of hell's des1r11ttion. 

The cries of orphans, the agony of widows, the sorrows of families and the outrage or their fellows cwb 
lhem nOL 

They relish wading lcnee�p in blood. Bombing, maiming and killing are their delighL 
Those on the other side. lhmc who seek IO outdo lhem in similar dark deeds of so-called retaliation arc like 

un10 them. 
They however cannot claim any suppon from Bible and historis.Protestantism. Protcstantism's genius is 

civil and religious libeny for all men. Those who murder arc guilty or the most heinous crimes against God 
and man and will answer at lhe Bar of lhe Holy God in the terrible day of God's justice. "Thou shalt not kill' is 
God's commandment to all. Protestantism has no place for them at the Communion Table. Prou:stantism 
offers 10 them no false pardon in lhe name of God. 

Protestant minisiers carry about no viial information in their memo,y or atrocities which in lhe hands or 
lhe security forces could lead 10 !he conviction of mw-dcrers and the prevention of funher heinous acts. 

There is no confessional in ProlCStantism or no secrets. Proa.cstanLS boldly declare "No lie is of the uuth 
whelher the lie be spoken by Priest, Parson or Prelate." ProlCStantism totally repudiates the Jesuit principle 
lhat lhe end jusufies the deed. In our day the baule with lhcse enemies rages unceasingly and inccssanlly. 

With organised Proa.cstantism shot through with the cancer of ecumenism and hasa.cning back into the 
embrace of Rome; with a Government unwilling to really take on a.crrorism and dcs1roy it from our midst; 
with Ulster's constitutional position betrayed by the Anglo Irish Diktat treachery; with security focces 
llandcuffed so that they arc not pcrmill.Cd to extirpate the foe, with the enemy shouting victory in the most 
auspicious or circwnstances for them our t.aslt is of Ille most difficult and most suenuous nawre. 

While our enemies increase and lhose who should be our friends arc becoming our enemies simply because 
of political expediency and world pressures, our t.aslt becomes impossible except we have Divine lntuYcntion. 

I have never al any time offered this Province any quick-fix noc minimised the mountains o{ difficulty 
which lie befcn us. I am confident however, that with God's help we can make iL 

No one is so well aware of the grass roots feelings of the loyalist people as I am. ll has been my task and 
duty lhrough good repon and ill report 10 articulate those feelings foe nigh a quarter of a ccnuuy in Stormont, 
in Westminster and Europe. Yes, and on many occasions wilhout any support from any one else whatsoever. 

The Unionisl people have seen themselves beirayed by their leaders and sold 10 their lradilional cnmii� 
The base slSTaldcn of Termce O'Neill, Jame.s Chichesta Clari: and Brian Faulkner a1 the Coo!l:RDCC Table 

with the South arc not and cannot be forgotten. 
It is a fact that with the cxc:cptia, or Lord Craigavon the past Unionist leaden always surrendered when they 

came race 10 face with the Dublin enemy. 
Margaret Thaicher betrayed us all by sipun1 up with Ille Republic in the Joint Authority Dilaa&. Thal WU 

1hc supreme sumnder. It aJIUcd our constitutional position. It lc!t Iii a prey 10 our ll'aditlonal foes. 
I !Old the people at tha1 time there would be a long sirugglc which would take all our cooragc, resolutioa, 

determination and patience 10 right the gJeat wrong done 10 us. 
I remember being asked along with a number of leading politicians to conlribulC to a boot called ·ec.

Next Prime Minister" Open le4en To Margaret Thatcher And Neil IGnnoclt. 
I addressed my lcuer to Mrs Thatcher. I will read you an exllllCt, for it seu out exactly bow we were 

beirayed: 
"To lhink that you, madam, who pose as the great law and order, anti-LCITOrist sweswoman of the world, the 

defender of 1hc democratic faith, the scourge of dictatorship, Ille Ira! Lady who will not bend bcfcn threats and 
maulLS, would help forward the IRA's goal and hand pan control of Her Majesty's territory in lrcJand 10 that 
-«ll-known lelT0rist sancwary provider• the Irish Republic. 

'What rigb1 have you 10 claim the authority or the ballot box and cheer on the downlrodden majorities of 
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Eastan Ew,:,pe in lheir ristii- 11n1we fer majorily rule when in )'OW' own back yvd you have enla'ed into 
amnacmmis 10 deny 10 the Uber people !heir inalienable riaht 10 be Nied as free men and women? 

'W1lll ri&Jll ba'III you 10 premix any futwe Republican najarity lheir 1oal to bruit up the Uniled Xin1dom 
and tbnlll Nonhem Ireland OUl from under the Crown while al the same lime refusing 10 grant to the pruent 
Unionist majority the righ& 10 be perned as any other pan ol lhe United Kingdom? 

'What ri&bt have you 10 in.lliwtionalise the religious faith of the Ulster people so that you can hound 
l'ro(eSlllllS out of their jobs and by the most jesuir.ical and s«Wian law which has ever been devised since the 
da!k ages of the Romish Inquisition seek 10 push them in10 a Roman Caiholic State which denies the most 
simple and basic human rights 10 its citizens? 

What right have you 10 deny lhe right 10 fly the flag of this United Kingdom in this pan of Her Majesty's 
dominion and at the same time provide poLice protection for the flag of Haughey's repubLic? 

What right have you 10 close down by force the Northern Ireland Assembly, which your own Government 
set up, just because its members refused 10 bow the knee to your dicworship? 

What ri&hl have you 10 shactle lhe security forces from defeating the murdering sewn of IRA terrorism and 
allowing Ulster 10 deiericnte iDlo another Lebanon? 

'Whal right have you never once to praise the law-abiding Protesiant m.ajority population of Ulster from 
whom you get the vast m.ajoriry or your security recruits who because or your policy are savagely murdered 
by the IRA7 

'Whal right have you 10 refuse 10 come to grips with Mr. Haughey on ext.radition and his savage au.acks on 
the gallant Ulster Defence Regiment? 

'What right have you 10 allow members of that Regiment and also members of the Royal Ulster 
Constabulary to become scapegoa!S 10 appease the SDLP and all their fellow t.ravellers? 

"As a Bntish Prime Minister you have bet.rayed British rights. 
"As a Unionist Prime Mini.slu in Ulster you have des110yed the Union of Northern Ireland and Great Britain. 
'As a Democratic Prime Minister you have sold out democracy in "this part of the Uniled Kingdom. 
'You may disregard their indictment now and shrug off these charges with disdain but lhe damned spot is 

irremovable. It has already bloued your histor)', tarnished your rule and will eventually, if you repent not. lead 
10 your fall. 

1 lcave you 10 ponder the word of God from the Lips or the Old Testament prophet: 
"Then she that is mine enemy shall see it. and shame shall cover her which said unto me, Where is lhe Lord 

thy God? mine eyes shall behold her: now shall she be trodden down as the mire of the streeU.' Micah 7: 10.' 
I am n01 a prophet nor the son or a prophet but the Scripture 1 quoted was fulfilled 10 the le1tcr. Margaret 

Thau:hcr fell in an act of treadlcry as cunnu,g and vile as the act of treachery which she committed against the 
Ulster people. With her have also gone the architects in Ulsier's desauction • the Geoffrey Howes, the Ganeu 
Fitzgeralds, the 'Tea Bag' Barrys and the Tom 'Cat' Kings or this world. Meanwhile the Utsier people have 
patiently 10 endure the dark reaping of blood, the harvest or this treacherous sowing of the dragon's teeth. 
. The protests or the enr:1ged Ulster people went largely unheeded. the democratic vote for the upholders of the 
Union was scorned, the imprisonment or Members or Parliament was relished tiy the Coalition with Dublin. 
Meanwhile the IRA had their field day. 

Listen 10 these figures and add 10 them the tears, the bitterness, the sorniw and the agony, the pangs they 
endured:· 

1981 -101 
1982- 97 
1983 • 77 
1984 • 64 
1985 • S4 
Noc.e the Sleady decline 
(TOJ'AL393) 
Signing of the Anglo/Irish Agreement 
1986- 61 
1987-93 
1988- 93 
1989- 62 
1990- 76 
1991- 94 
1992 (so far) • 80 
Tow from 1986 to presem is 559 
Since the Anglo Irish Agi=ncnt there have been over 3,500 shootings, 2,300 explosions and defusions of 

bombs; 350 incendiaries. 
Before the Anglo Irish Agreement the graft of killing was going down. The dilct.at gave the IRA a much 

needed supply of Olygm and has been increasing the supply ever since. 
Faced with the siwation die Unionist leadership 100k their electorate inlO their confidence and wed on three 

occasions for a manda1e to m negotiations which would lead 10 an alttmalive 10 and a replacement of the 
AgrccmenL 
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Scorn and laughier greeted the announcement of that objective and especially when James Molyneaux and 
myself insisted I.hat lhere could be no Anglo Irish Conferences during any negotiations, nor could I.he 
Maryfield Secretariat open&e in servicing !he Conference during lhe same period. We were 101d it wu 
impossible. 

We were 101d we were askins for !he moon, and Olher less quocable expressions were used, but we achieved 
our objective and what is men, l.hree times we received a mandal.e for iL 

Those who have no alternative stnLegy, who have been strangely absent when prisoo senl.ClleeS have been 
handed out. who are bereft of any plan 10 deliver us from the impasse and who have been loudest in bnnding 
as ll'ailDrs I.hose who have a mandate from the elecuntc for their cowse of action, a mandate which they don't 
possess, now sulk behind I.heir confusion because at the Talks I.he Ulster Democratic Unionist Pany delegates 
were not coMed by Her Majesty's Government, nor did they fall a prey 10 Irish Republic.an blarney, but rather 
C3lled the tune ID which the enemies of Ulster had ID dance. 

Our delega!CS, unlike some Official Unionists, did nm socialise with the enemy nor stand drinking at I.he 
bar with I.hem, nor were they on personal name tenns. What is more we not only did not sit at the dining 
table wilh them but 10 I.heir habitation we did not go. We did not meet them at private bilateral meetings nor 
did we receive from them any praise as O!hcr UnionisLS did. 

Our au.iwde was the same as the members of Her Majesty's Government adopted when the Irish Treaty was 
negotiated. No hand shaking, no pholDgraphs and no fraternising. 

The first aggressive attitude of I.he Irish Government was to try and get a place at the Table for the first 
Suand of the Talks. II was only I.he unyielding attitude of the Unionist leadership which had Dublin righlly 
excluded. Dublin can have no say whaLSoever in the internal affairs of Northern Ireland • not today, not 
10morrow and. as rar as we arc conumed, nm forever! 

After the commencement or Strand One it soon became cle:ir that I.he SDLP were going ID adopt a most 
inuansigent stance. When, afte: much pressure, their proposals at last saw light of day I.hey were an insult to 
the people or Northern Ireland. They made it crystal clear that a Northern Ireland Assembly would, if they had 
their way, never have the wishes of its majority respected. II could only be consultauve in nawre. 

A new mongrel hierarchy of six would preside over Northern Ireland - lhree elected and Lhree additional 
members. the nominees or Europe, Dublin and London. 

This body which the SDLP had carefully planned, could never have a Unionist majority but would have 
·practically assured' for ever a Roman Catholic and United Ireland majority. What is more, the nominee from 
the Republic under iLS consensus rules would have the power 10 stop all legislation and administration in the
Sorth.

Mr. Hume had the brazen effrontery ID tell us that this was a very light thing. He was asking us 10 slit our 
political throaLS and then as democracy bled and died in Northern Ireland he would write an obituary notice on 
how light the burden was that he had graciously laid on the backs of the Unionist majority. 

For John Hume it is sull a United Ireland or nothing. Our answer is No John! No John! No John! No! 
�eamus Mallon regaled us wilh his personal experience that as he passed Sir Edward Carson's swue each 

day his 0esh crept and it also crept as he sat at the Table al the Talks because the Table came out of that awful 
place, Gosford Castle. 

He told us how he felt insulted that the Prince of Wales couldn't marry a Roman Catholic. He insisted that 
that was ProlCStant bigotry and undemocratic practice and new in the face of libeny. 

I pointed out 10 him that it was exaclly similar 10 the principles and practices of his own Chun:h. In fact. 
his claim was false. The heir 10 the British Throne could marry a Roman Catholic but if he did so he forfeited 
his right to the Throne undel the ttnns of the Williarnite Revolution SeulemenL The chou was the Prince's. 

The Pope could become a Protestant but if he did Mr. Mallon would be the first 10 insist that he be no 
longer the King of the Vatican State. What was sauce for the Proteswit gander was sauce for the !?3pis1 
goose. 

I also asked how would it be possible 10 come 10 a seulernent with the Mallons of I.his world when !hey 
argued in this way. 

As it was totally impossible lO reach any agreement whatsoever with the SDLP on John Hume's 
outrageous and insulting proposals it seaned as if the Talks must come to an end. 

However, as we stated in our press statement at the end of lhe Talks:-
'ln the Strand One discussions all the parties wilh the exception of the SDLP agreed 10 a report which 

outlined a democratic, fair, reasonable and accountable system of government for Nonhcm Ireland which 
provided a role for all constitutiortal parties in proportion to I.heir strength in the Assembly but was not 
executive power-sharing. Throughout the process the SDLP has continued to pursue its IOlally unacceptal)le 
proposal for exterrtal commissioners from London, Dublin and Europe 10 have a say in the government of 
Nonhem Ireland, denying 10 Northern Ireland any form of democratic rule whaLSoever. 

Her Majesty's Government, however, made it clear that it was prepared 10 support and implement I.he 
proposals of the three other Conuitutional Parties subject ID overall agreement. 

I1 was in I.he light of this and further endorsement by HMG of the Sltand One proposals that we were 
prepared to move to Strand Two of the process. 

This was lhe first time in recent memory that a British Government indicated that ii was prepared to 
implement a system of government for Northern Ireland which did not include executive power-sharing. 
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Remember that swcment was aever challenged. 
From the fini meetings in the Strand II and III fonna.tions the DUP raised the question of the immoral, 

illegal and criminal claim of Dublin in the De Valera Constiwtion of 1937 and especially the Articles Two 
sldTlwc. 

lei us remind owsdves whal Ibey swe:-
Asticle 2:- 'The National Tcniuxy consislS of the whole Island of Ireland, its ulands and the taritorial seas.' 
Article 3:- 'Pendin1 the reintegration of the National terrilOry, and without prejudice 10 the right of I.he 

Parliament and Government eslablished by this Constiwtion 10 exercise jurisdiction over lhe whole of that 
i.erriuxy, the laws enacted by the Parliament shall have the Ii.kc area and extent of applicalion as the laws of 
Saorsw Eircann and lhe like I.Clritaial effect' 

The DUP alone raised this viial maiter at the first meeting of Suand Ill formation which was the first 
meeting whel'C and when Dublin minisLers were pr=t 

We said to the Dublin Ministm:-
'An illegal claim must be dealt with, and not rewarded. It is an Irish mess which must be cleared by lhem. 

The irospccl of amendments to Articles 2 and 3 is not a quid pro quo 10 involvement in some futwe package 
of agreement on the iniemal affairs of Nonhcm Ireland. AmendmcnlS to Articles 2 and 3 must be without 
precondition on the basis of good will and respect for lhe self-dcierminalion of Nonhem Ireland. 

For a lhicf to demand compensation for returning his ill-goucn gains is the height of lunacy.' 
It was quite evident that lhe Dublin Government and lhe SDI.J> had no intention what.soever in negotiating 

a seuJemcnt in Strand II. They were determined to maintain the illegality, criminality and immorality of 
Articles 2 and 3 and to demand the destrucuon of lhe Union. 

For the first ume the atLempt was ma& to put lhc 1920 Act on the Table for negotiation. ilial ac1 defines 
lhe geographical extent of Nocthem Ireland. 

It was I, who on every occasion lhis au.empt was made drew the au.ention of the Chair 10 the t.erms of our 
mceung and said if the attempt was proceeded with my delegation would leave lhe Table for good. The Union 
is not negotiable and could not be. That was our reiterat.ed position. I must say in all honesty that I fear what 
would have happened if the DUP had not been present 10 put down this marker. 

The hinge of progress lay upon the position of the SDLP and Dublin re this illegal claim. 
l1 was here the sqwnning amongsi the Irish delegation took place. 
I had the grca1 pleasure in casting back in his teeth the statements of Des O'Malley in his speech in the 

Dublin Parliament on Articles 2 and 3. 
Hc:c are his statemcnts:-
·Anic1es 2 and 3 of the 1937 Constitution arc clearly unhelpful and incompatible from a political point of 

view with lhc c:ncrgcncc of 10lerancc, peace and concord in Northern Ireland .. .' , 
·1 want 10 state quite clearly and unequivocally lha1 Anicles 2 and 3, as cwrenlly framed are of no use 10 

Nationalism or to Nationalists, Nonh or South because they hinder peace and reconciliation with the Unionist 
tradi.tion on this island. Before considering how they should be revised it is approprial.e to review the Anicles 
in their his10rical contc•t The plebiscite which approved them was carried by a naro·w majority of voters who 
wmed out to vote on the 1937 Constitution. Only 38.6% of the electorate of the then Free Slate vot.cd in 
favour. 29 .6% vot.ed against and 31.8% abstained or spoiled their votes. Nobody in Nonhcm Ireland was 
consulted. 

Y c1 this is the mandate offered for a claim of right made in the name of the people of lteJand to I.he entirety 
of the island. Article 3 spealcs of the 'right of lhe Parliament and Government established by this Consti111tia1 
10 exercise jurisdiction over the whole of that territory.' Whal right has this House as the level of common 
sense, morality or international law to exercise jurisdiction over Northern Ireland? Such jurisdiction as we 
have can only be exercised in accordance with lhe Consliwtion. What right have I, or we, to iell the people'of 
Nonhcm Ireland lhal they may nol have divorce because 38.6% of the electorate of I.be Irish Free Slate 
ordained it so in 193n We have no such right, politically, historically or legally. The pn:tensions of Article 3 
arc as threadbare as they are absurd. 

11 is well known that Ireland withheld submission to the full compulsory jurisdiction of the International 
Court of Justice in The Hague precisely because the 'claim of right' made in 1937 would have been exposed. 
10 our own c:nbanassmen1, as an international law nullity.-' 

'Aniclcs 2 and 3 should be revised because we, the citiz.ens of the Irish Republic, want them changed to 
reflect our real aspirations as being peaceful in intent and to be achieved only by consent, and not as some 
crude bartering exercise wilh the Unionist community ol Northcm Ireland. . .' 

Bui now Mr. O'Malley in cohons with his colleagues was arguin1 for the vuy thinp be caidemned in the 
Dublin Parliament I put ii to him thal he was a different man in Dublin lhUl he was in Stormont 

'Put no1 your UUSl in princ.es,' I quot.ed. John Wilson said his country had no prinus. I re1011ed, 'Whal 
about the princes of the church?' ilial silcixcd John, son of Willi 

Certain Official Unionists boasted if they went to Dublin and got a deal they could come back and claim 
lha1 the DUP had let Ulster down and the Official UnionislS alone were the people able 10 ddivcr. They seem 
cage: to pan company wilh the rest of lhc Unionist family. Well, what happened in Dublill? 

A papet ?=Led !here was aflelWards shredded and disowned by the pany of lho9e who piamtcd it. 
When I asked lhe Chairman, Sir Ninian, al the full mcwng what had been decided, he replied, 'NOlhing 

.. 
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olftically or W10ffici&lly.' We had sw.ed Iha! eicept progiess had been made we would not be aoing 10 Out 
No progress wu made before Dublin and no progress in Dublin. So the Official Unonisu' journey on 
Boyne gained no &lorious victory. The DUP was fully vindicalcd. 

Let it be said that until the Dublin Government acknowledges the illegality of their lerritorial clai 
Nonhern ltebnd there can be no firm basis for progress. That is an essential prere,:iuisit.c fOC" const' 
agrumenL Wilhout that no amount of Irish blarney can avail. Dublin must come out of her past and into .,_ 
20th CenDJry. 

Having elimniat.cd 80'-'i of the population since partition. in no way will her Irish method of ethnic 
cleansing be 10�. 

Speaking in Belfast lltis past week Conor Cruise O'Brien a former Dublin Labour Minister said that 
Articles 2 and 3 represented the 'ex11Cme nationalism of Hitler and Mussolini.' Just think about i1, the 
Unionists of Ulstu are commanded to give away a package of concessions which will satisfy the greenest of 
Republic.ans in the South in order to get rid of Hitler and Mussolini extremism. 

u1 me state our position clearly, there can be no negotiations with any Dublin Government until that 
Government indicates clearly that it will sponsor, in the Dublin Parliament. legislation to have a referendum 
in the South 10 remove the jurisdiction claim over Northern Ireland and wiU suppon such a proposition in the 
counl!)I. 

This must be done, l0 quote Des O'Malley, ·not as some crude bartering exercise with the Unionist 
community in Northern Ireland' bul because II is I.he legal, honest and democrauc thing l0 do. 

Until the South and the SDLP cease lO iusufy the illegal claim and ge1 rid of i1, there is no prospect of any 
progress. 

ut me cul through ail the Irish blarney of Johnny the Son of Will, and Porridge Skin Flynn and Andrew 
Liver Republican Salts and tell !hem you can't con us! You are the Hitleri1e and Fascist agressors. Give up 
your illegali1y, come in10 lhe 20th Century, quit your lying and be honest for once. 

The world has caught you on. Ar11cles 2 and 3 have become an in1einational debating poinL You have got 
10 face up IO them. 

Thal is why the DUP Executive has decided with the best possible advice from international lawyer1 to 
launch a crusade 10 bring the illegal claim IO the attention of the world. 

In Wesuninstu, in Europe, in the UNO, in Washington, this iniquitous claim must be exposed and how it 
is giving oxygen IO the !RA. 

The fact that the Supreme Court of the South has ruled that this claim is 'a constitutional imperative' 
makes i1 a mauer all the more serious. 

In the House of Commons this week the Secrel.a!y of SI.ate seemd to look upon it as a mauer for the 
Unionists. His words were a Pila1e-like washing of his hands. 

The Prime Minis1er must now declare himself. ls he going IO bow to Dublin's claim or is he going 10 fight 
for the integrity of the United Kingdom. 

L,as1 week Mr. Reynolds claimed that John Major and he had agreed IO put the Talks back on the rails aftu 
lhe election and that the 1920 Act would be on the Table for negotiation along with' Articles 2 and 3. 

John Major must t.cU us if he has agreed l0 the negotiation or the Union. The people of Northern Ireland 
have the right l0 know. 

Since making that cliam Albert the Wren has been suuck a monal blow so yet another of Ulster's enemies 
has been removed from the field. 

Who killed the Wren? I said the Mighty Spring killed the Wren. But none of the birds or the air sighed or 
sobbed when they heard of his death. lnslCad I.hey sang not a dirge but a dance. 

What happened in the last weeks or the Talks was simply an auernpt by Hu Majesty's Government 10 get a 
cobbled up agreement with Dublin. 

When an Official Unionist delega1e could say in an open meeting that 'the ordinary Unionist did not care a 
d••• about Articles 2 and 3' it could be discerned what way the wind was blowing. 

The final paper submiued by the Dublin Government and which seemed to be swallowed by HMG revealed 
exactly what Dublin was up 10. 

I made clear to the Secretary of SllllC my attitude 10 that paper. 
On the 18 September I made the DUP position clear to the Secretary of Swe. I staled:· 
'I was appalled at your commendation or the Dublin Submission and your recommendation of it to the 

commitlCC. 
The last senlCOCe of Pmgraph 4 of the Dublin submissioo sur.es:-
Therefore the real and acwal denial of the nationalist identity has to be addressed no leu intently lhan the 

perceived theoretical denial of the Unionist identity in ICmlS ol the Irish Consliwlion.' 
The nationalists have a real and actual denial of their identity but Unionists have only a perceived lheoretic:al 

denial of their identiiy . .:cording to Dublin. 
If that is the foundation you want us to build on then you must think Unionists are the most gullible of 

people. 
In paragraph S senl.CIU 4 we read:• 
'We made clear in our Statement of 28 August that we do not rule out constitutional change, including 

change in our jurisdiction, Cttsuing from the present negotiations.' 
5 

©NAI/ J US/2021/102/49 



• 

This is a blawn auemp1 10 le1iumise lheit territorial claim by referrin1 10 Nonhern Ireland u their 
'jurisdiction' and evidently accepctd by you. Wlw of all the claims by Dublin lhal Articles 2 and 3 lllel'C only 
a seulin1 for Nationalut aspintiOrL1. 

In the same paragraph 5 sentence 6 Ibey swe:-
'We have mentioned various factors likely IO shape the judgmenl of Lhe elec:IOrate in such circumstances. 

including lhc satisfac10ry expression of nationalist aspirations and the su-cnglh and quality of lhc links 
between both pans oC Ireland.' 

Evidenlly the links which they want IO achieve arc quite accept.able IO you ind� are accepted as 
f undamenials. 

When you could read from a typewritten script your commenLS, shonly after Dublin had spoken, my 
delegation could only draw the conclusion that you were in cahoou with Mr. Andrews.' 

The UDUP listed the obstacles which Dublin and the SDLP refused to face:• 
While there are a number of obstaeles in the way oC developing proper relations berween Northern Ireland 

and the Irish Republic we have been asked under Agenda Item 6 to deal with fundarnenw as�LS of the 
i;roblcm. We sec the fundamental obsuclcs as being:-

1. The claim by the Irish Republic over Northern lleland as a Constitional imperative. 
2. The claim th.lt Northern Ireland is regarded as part of the territory of the Irish Republic. 
3. The claim that Ille Irish Republic has the right IO exercise jurisdiction over and in Northern Ireland. 
4. The fail= to recognise and the cxisu:nce of such aa entity as 'the people of Northern Ireland.' 
5. The claim that "the people of Northern Ireland' arc pan of 'the Irish nation.' 
6. The denial to 'the people of Northern Ireland" of their right to self-dctenniriation. 
7. The refusal to recognise I.hat Northern Ireland is in law pan of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 

:-.onhcm Ireland. 
8. The undemocratic and unconstiwtional nawre and existence of the Anglo Irish AgrccmenL 
9. The absence of effective security/extradition cooperation on the pan of the Irish Republic. 
On thcse issues there can be no compromise and there will be no surrender. 
Let me now put up some markcrs:-
Those who would divide Unionism arc those who have no mandate whalsoevcr for their policies. 
Any Unionist who proposes power sharing wilh Republicans in an executive over Nonhcrn Ireland's 

inu:mal affairs has no mandate from the Unionist people. 
Any Unionist who proposes power sharing in an executive with Dublin Ministers over Northern Ireland's 

exu:rnal affairs has no mandate from the UnionisLS. 
Any Unionist who only wanLS devolved government in Northern Ireland in order to find a way for the 

Nationalist people cu: has no mandate. 
Any Unionist who is prepared to sctlle for an arrangement where UnionisLS would always be

.
in a minority 

in any Northern lreland/Sout.hem Ireland body has no mandate from the Unionist people of Northern Ireland. 
f.ny Unionist who would seule for large pans of Northern Ireland interests in agriculwre, tourism culture 

be handed over to joint bodies from North and South with extensive power has no mandate from the Unionist 
people of Northern Ireland. 

When the Anglo Irish Conference meeting which broke up the Talks finished, it all came out in the wash. 
Note carefully what the Secretary of St.ate said live on the BBC after the mecling:-

Sir Patrick Mayhew: Well, I think we have probably broken away for good from the three suanded process 
or structure. It served iLS purpose to gel the l.alks going in a reasonably ordczly way, but I l.hink we have found 
in I.he last four weeks of that pnx:css that people got on very much beucr when they met just party 10 pany, 
one to one whether it's you. you know, in lhc corridors, in a small room. in the bar or wherever • I.hat's the 
son of environment in which the horSCJ are bought and sold and horses were being bought and sold ddring 
those last four weeks and I think we'll get back 10 thaL We won't go back to formal strands.' 

So down in Dublin without any consultations whalsoever with the other parties, Dublin and London decided 
that I.here would be no more Slralld I, 2 or 3 meetings. This let the SDLP off the hook as far as the agreed 
proposals ol that Strand I were coocerncd. 

11 lei I.he Dublin Government off the hook as far as addressing Articles 2 and 3 are conccmcd. It kepi the 
Anglo Irish Agreement and Secrewia1 in place without any suspensions whalsoever. 

To add insult to injury ii infonned us that our fuwre would be negotiated 'in the conidon, in a small room. 
in I.he bar or whatever' and informed us that horses weR bought and sold during the last foot weeks of the 
Talks. More likely asses selling asses. 

This is the Mayhew/Dublin plan for the deciding of our future. 
The proposals are insulling and in no way will we negOliale on this basis. We reject it out of hand. 
Mr Andrews sated:· 
David Andrews: The DUP wanted us 10 make prccondilions in Rlation 10 Mieles 2 and 3 of lhc 

conslitulion. We could not do that as I already explained on a few occasions it was 110( in our sift and it is 110( 
in any Government's gift to say that Articles 2 and 3 may be changed. 1be only way that Aniclcs 2 and 3 
may be changed is a maucr of (-,gislalive fact. is lhal a bill must be inaoduced in I.he Dail oo the onc hand and 
that bill must go through both Houses ol I.he OiRachw and be sent 10 die people. But in advance ol sending 
that bill to the people by way of Referendum I would have thought lhal we would have bad 10 have a 
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subSWltial pacuge in place to orfet LIie people with a view 10 the possibility or changing Articles 2 and 3. 
Now lhe DUP u I have indicaLCd to you and I don't want to be in the finger pointing business ot the 
ru:rimillllian business ru be it from me to Nggest that or make charges ot counter-dwges but I lllink tha1 
lhe whole lluust should now be to get back into lhe Talks process. But as a maacr or fact Ille OUP lrealed the 
Talks in a rather A La Carte fashion. "They came in and out of Ille Talks as !hey felt was �essary to protect 
lheir own best intuests. I would like to pay tribute if I may say to the moder.ltion of Mr. James Molyneaux 
or the OUP. He's a man who has indicated that he would be willing to come back into lhe Talks process and 
his poSt-ending of this Talks process was very moderate, very conciliatory. He is s110ng in the defence of his 
own particular position and suppon of his own position as a Unionist as so be it, but I met him once in 
bi-lateral and I was very impressed with his whole auiwde, and I think thal an Irish Government could in the 
naLure of lhings Lalk to people very positively wilh lhe hope of subsLamial progress wilh people like James 
Molyneaux and in no way as I say diminishing his position as a Unionist and support of his own s1tong 
defence of wha! his beliefs are.' 

The purpose of lhis siaiement was to divide lhe Unionists by giving Mr. Molyneaux the kiss of dealh. 
I welcome his au.ack on the DUP. Mr. Andrews recognise4 where his main opposition came from. His 

poinling of his dirty finger at us is welcomed. We have no apology LO make for our stand against Dublin's 
claim and we are glad lhat Andrews could not contain his anger at lhe OUP's refusal to budge. 

The DUP came out of lhe Talks wolh clean hands and a pure hean and deLermined as ever Lo deliver our 
Province. 

Our Province must be delivered from Dublin's immoral, illegal and criminal claim of jurisdiction over us. It 
musL be delivcced from lhe betrayal of lhe Anglo Irish AgrcemenL 

11 must be delivered from having its future wuhin lhe UK decided in liquor bars by lhe Secrewy of Slate in 
cahoots wilh Dublin. 

ll must be delivered from any dcpanure from democrauc British principles in its future govcmmenL 
It must be delivered from lhe scourge of terronsm. 
It must be delivered from all Dublin imerference in its inLCmal affairs. 
It musL be delivered lo build a future of peace. prosperity and full employment for its people. 
Wilh trust in Almighty God, w,lh failh in lhe final triumph of the nght, with confidence lhat our cause is 

good. we once again put our foot LO the uphill road and our face to the wind, knowing that in lhe end our 
hopes shall be accomplished. We arc determined LO deliver! 

7 

©NAI/ J US/2021/102/49 
·"


	coversheet_just
	xnai_JUST-2021-102-49_1992-nd.org.ocr.r
	JUS_2021_102_49_part_200001
	JUS_2021_102_49_part_200002
	JUS_2021_102_49_part_200003
	JUS_2021_102_49_part_200004
	JUS_2021_102_49_part_200005
	JUS_2021_102_49_part_200006
	JUS_2021_102_49_part_200007
	JUS_2021_102_49_part_200008


