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Dublin Talks
The meeting in Dublin today of members of the 

Irish and British Governments and leaders of unionist 
and nationalist parties in the North is both welcome 
and encouraging for a variety of reasons, even if, for 
the time being, some of them have more to do with 
symbolism than substance, at least of the kind that is 
clearly visible to observers.

It will be the first occasion on which a session of 
Strand Two of the talks designed to produce a new 
Irish-British agreement has been held in Dublin. It 
will be the first visit to the Republic on official busi
ness of the leader of the Ulster Unionist Party, Mr 
James Molyneaux. And it will be Mr Molyneaux’s 
first meeting on their own territory with members of 
the Government led in this case by the Tanaiste, Mr 
Wilson.

Naturally, the occasion is somewhat diminished 
by the absence of the leader of the Democratic Union
ist Party, the Rev Ian Paisley. Nevertheless, the at
mosphere in which the meeting is being held is 
distinctly friendly. In interviews yesterday Mr 
Molyneaux’s mood was confident as he rehearsed his 
party’s line on Articles 2 and 3 of the Constitution 
and drew on international experience in Europe and 
the Middle East, to demonstrate the risks attached to 
claims made by one state on the territory of another: 
sooner or later, someone seeks to implement them. He 
looked to Maastricht as a precedent for the procedural 
way out: agreement between governments could al
ways be followed by popular ratification of their 
decisions.

Mr Molyneaux’s colleague, Mr Ken Maginnis, 
was, as usual, even more forthcoming. He detected a 
more reassuring attitude in a speech made during the 
talks last week by the Minister for Foreign Affairs, Mr 
Andrews, and disclosed at the weekend. With 
commendable courage and independence, Mr 
Maginnis also announced that his party was not going 
to be driven from the negotiating table by criticism 
form unionist quarters. He did not refer specifically to 
the Democratic Unionists and when Mr Molyneaux 
did, it was to stress that the UUP and DUP were 
separate parties.

The division between the DUP and the UUP is 
nothing new and on previous occasions followed tac
tical rather than strategic or philosophical lines. While 
it is particularly noteworthy on this occasion, to lend 
it undue significance would be to repeat an old mis
take made by protagonists on either side of the union
ist-nationalist fence: they insist on confusing anything 
short of outright opposition on the part of their oppo
nents as evidence that the other side is “coming 
round” or “going soft”; and they feel deceived when 
this turns out not to be the case.

Mr Maginnis spoke of the emphasis and tone 
(rather than content) of Mr Andrews’s speech. In it 
the Minister said that if negotiations achieved the 
basis of a new beginning in the relationship between 
the two traditions in Ireland, and if agreement on a 
fair and honourable accommodation between them 
were to entail any constitutional consequence in the 
South, the Government could approach the electorate 
with the hope and prospect of a positive response — a 
response to a new agreement that would lead to peace 
throughout Ireland and to reconciliation between the 
two traditions. , . ,

This still does not amount to a clear promise that 
the Government would be prepared to recommend a 
rewriting of Articles 2 and.3 of the Constitution along 
aspirational lines should it help to make agreement 
more likely, although such a promise and indeed, a 
clearer statement of what the Government hopes to 
achieve — would invest the current discussions with a 
greater sense of purpose and realism.
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ANALYTIC PHILOSOPHY
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