56 Mount Prospect Park

Belfast

BT9 7BG  

jeffreydudgeon@hotmail.com

5 September 2007

Dear Lord Eames,

Peter Hain said when he appointed the consultative group which you will co-chair that it “provides a platform for people to express their own views on how to address the violent legacy of the Troubles which impacted on so many across all sections of society."

I would therefore like you to consider my proposal, a view I have held for a number of years, and which deals with a way round the near certainty that Republican paramilitary groups, and the IRA in particular, can never give significant details about, or explanations for the killings of the nearly 2,000 people in whose deaths they were involved.

Sinn Fein’s major current political task is trying to change the general world view that they and their military cohorts were illegal and terroristic and their campaign unjustified, into a view which accepts that they were one of two warring parties (the British being the other) on an equal, if not superior footing. 

Their successful call for enquiries (at whatever cost) into state killings and ‘collusion’ is a hugely important part of that process and one, which your group must avoid getting sucked into.

I am therefore somewhat disturbed that you already seem to be travelling down that road, first with your preliminary visits. 

This is similar to the PSNI’s Historic Enquiries Team which before very long started to prioritise ‘collusion’ killings, instituting a special unit and therefore putting many ordinary murders to one side. It is unfair to the thousands of other dead, not least those whose relatives were in the security forces.

I would argue this territory is incredibly well worked and will be for years to come. Falling in with the Republican agenda must be avoided even at the cost of a balancing act of heading in the opposite or a different direction. Your proposed group’s job, if it is to be of value, is therefore to go elsewhere, and innovatively.

If calling people to account for their individual acts is a non-runner (except in relation to the state’s forces) then the answer has to be to call people to account and query their political actions and activities. 

Groups that are party to a conflict can of course expound their own politics quite legitimately but the question is have they moral legitimacy if they do not follow their own precepts, and in fact did the opposite of what they advocated and what their entities’ purpose was? If they do not, then they should and can be scrutinised, tested and investigated. 

I would therefore propose a commission of historians and other experts to investigate some of the main players and their political campaigns:

· the IRA and whether they operated within the context of trying to unite Protestant, Catholic and Dissenter, as they purport to do when speaking of the Wolfe Tone tradition. If not, they are not Republicans.

· The UDA/UVF and whether they maintained and upheld their tradition of political and religious liberty for all. If not, they are not Loyalists.

· The British Government and how it failed politically to bring the war to an end, a war of 30 years length, perhaps longer than any other in the world in the past century. If other policies would have worked, London failed in a government’s primary duty of bringing security to their people.

Plainly, a very possible answer is that these groups did not follow through on their declared ideology, in which case they should be asked to face up to their deceit and hypocrisy. 

The penalty would be that the historical commission could explain what these entities are and were if not what they claimed to be, and, perhaps, why they departed from their own path of righteousness. This could help prevent a re-occurrence of violence as I am sure if no one feels what they did was really wrong or improper, they or their successors will feel justified in repeating the activity in a decade or two.

I recognise such a commission would not be popular in certain quarters. The degree of resistance might however indicate its level of worth. 

Its membership and remit, as always, would be problematic similarly to who has sovereignty where the unit of self determination chosen is decisive in a vote. 

I would be happy to talk this proposal over with you and indeed your group when set up.

You may recall a couple of other times we have communicated and I have appreciated your consideration of what I was asking you.

Jeffrey Dudgeon

