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CLARIFICATION

155 Further to oul discussion earlier this afternoon, I have

ning’s Guardian, and also

re-read the Adams piece 1n this mor

rview with Anne Cadwallader in
poth do spell out rather
e have seell

the Irish Press, and

his 1nte
more of

though,

what is sought by way ©
really home in

as you pointed out,
£ clarification than W

on the text of the

pefore, neither

peclaration itself.

Adams jdentifies rgeneric’

Insthe Guardian, for example,

areas requiring clarification as:

hat 1s an ambiguous declaration;

rMatters of teXxt in w
ntary of the

in interpretation and comme

pifferences
peclaration;
The steps €nv

isaged toO advance the peace process’.

the
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long—term

unreasonable to seek to establish Britaln’s
g of these€

intention towards Ireland?’ whatever one’s view

questions (and the last one offers further evidence of what

PUS has described elsewhere as a
approach 1in implying a deadline for withdrawal),

that none of them specifies
Declaration, Adams wishes to have clarified.

3. in the Irish Press interview, Adams

specific. Thus, he says:

— rgection 75 of the Government of Irela

even mentioned [in the Declaration]’;

— ra crucial issue W
the status of the unionist veto’.

his 1list which falls

that the only jssue on t
+he text of the

clarification of
to the ’‘Unionist veto’, and

I would argu€

into the category of

on is the one relating
he Declaration 18 absolutely

behalf of both Governments,

peclaratl
I would further argue€ that t€

r in spelling that out, on

:d to you, 1in pressing mMy point about

. fication in No 10°s response to
Adams’ t€WO ljetters, 1 recognise that (both politically and
m almost certainly seeking to push water up
merit in tryind to do so (provided we
of the Declaration) 1n order,

practical ly) I a

arhill, ol still see€

relate 1t strictly to the text

to give the provos some I€a
and at worst, tO deflect the

son for an extension of

Y 72-hour ceasefire,

their paltr
doubtedly come from some dquarters

criticism which will un
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(including Irish America, where the Secretary of State might

have a more difficult hand to play next week than we might
have predicted) that HMG, by its inflexibility, had thrown
away the best chance of peace in a generation. (Mallie, 1n
today’s Irish Independent, is worth reading in this context.)

5. Thus, building on my suggestion to you on the telephone, I

wonder if we might not say something like this in the draft

reply:

'There are many who believe that your continuing demands for

clarification are no more than a cynical tactical ploy to
enable Sinn Fein to engage in direct discussions with the
British Government before your Party renounces support for

and there is a permanent cessation of violence.
— including, in recent days, the

Mr Brian Lenihan and the Moderator

violence,
As many have pointed out

Taolseach, the Tanailste,
of the Presbyterian Church in Ireland - you have at no time

identified in clear and unambiguous terms what part of the

text of the Declaration you feel needs clarified. Had you
then the world at large would have been able to
interest was genulnely 1in textural

done that,

judge whether your
or merely in circumventing the terms of the

which both Governments spelt out very
into the democratic process for Sinn

clarification,
Declaration, 1n

clearly the route

Fein. The commitments of the Declaration remain in place.’

We might have a further word on the phone when you receive

this.

Signed David Fell

DAVID FELL
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