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Dear Tim Hames,

Like so many unhistoric or guilty Englishmen you have fallen hook, line and sinker for the Republican view of Irish history (Times article 20 October 2003):

You wrote, “the division of Ireland was artificial (true)”. But all states and their boundaries are artificial. Name me a state whose frontiers were defined by other than people? An island does not necessarily make a state except in the mythology of Irish nationalism when seawater takes on a divine role. Unfortunately such a shallow case has made the IRA the more vicious and insatiable.

Seas, mountains and rivers may form natural barriers between ethnic groups but the decision to define those features as frontiers is made by men for the very reason that they wish, as you also wrote, “to ensure the power of a permanent majority over a perpetual minority (true once more)”. Else why bother creating any national state? And anyway many frontiers are not ‘natural’ but hacked out. 

Was Denmark set up to give Danes a permanent majority or were its frontiers designed to allow the German minority to gain eventual power? Was Israel designed to bring about a Palestinian majority? Does Slovakia exist to enhance the national rights of Czechs? Was Singapore created to be other than a Chinese majority state?

Is Belgium artificial? Is Nigeria? Who chose Peru’s borders? God? And Canada’s? Is Great Britain artificial given that Scotland was once a separate state? Only empires or soviets operate to blur national distinctions. Nationalism accentuates division. What is the point of having a separate state, indeed could one such work, if it did not try to ensure the power of the given majority? 

So why is Northern Ireland regarded, indeed accepted, as so improper an entity by so many journalists, centrist politicians, and Foreign Office staff? Why are the Ulster Protestants, an unloved people, the only group about whom racist attitudes are permitted, indeed encouraged. The answer that few metropolitans grasp is that they are frontiers people who must by definition be intransigent, and thus unlovable. 

Normally state frontiers move every century or so and the intransigents move on or out (viz. North America) but the Ulster Protestants have been successful at holding the line (for London and of course themselves) for over 300 years.  

The problem of the last thirty years is that the unhistoric London establishment has indicated to the IRA that it wants to concede them Ulster (believing in the Irish nationalists’ right to the whole island) while at the same time refusing to give way militarily as the unionists refuse to go along with their own expulsion. This has been a recipe for almost perpetual conflict, encouraging the IRA, while exacerbating the insecurity of unionists thus creating the monster of loyalist paramilitarism. And of course it caused the threat of Protestant insurrection in 1912-4 that you also condemn. 

Sovereignty shared is sovereignty lost. While the ‘Peace Process’ remains a process towards ending UK sovereignty, unionists cannot come together to work any agreement.

Yours sincerely

Jeffrey Dudgeon

