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PERSONAL & SECRET
Horthern Ireland

Taoiseach

B arranged, Sean 0 Hyigim and ! met Cabinet Secretary Butler and forthern
eland Secretary Chilcot in the Cabinet OFfice on Friday, 10th September-
Meeting Tastéd about 1k hours. M. O hUiginn will do a fuller note on

n brief, we enphasised the fmportance you attached to the present process and
e points you had e in your racent. letter to the Prine Winister

Was at consderable pains to Sa. ar a5 they are concerned,
jepent. is there

présant process; and enphas sing that the prosent toxt. Just won't work bu it
that e s perfectly happy to logk at a furtier version.
version would be produced in parallel with a joint exercise set up at this
orning's meeting of the Anglo-Trish Tnter-Covernmental Conference:
s vent into sone detai]on the question of the nature of o referendun
@ South) to follow the outcone of the present pr

include mitter on artic o In f
hmnmws \hat any autcops, to produce. peace. mist

Contain a number of eleen

(1) First o general statenent on the principles to be followd iy reachin
a settlenent 1d mean that the democratic
ferdlct wauld be necessary on S mador decistans, both North “and

(2)  So far as the British Governnent was concerned, it would seem that any
tenent should cover their
etc. It would
Sssiage their fo
Contaln Tangage o sel - tion and,
ot a1 1-1ra ol agroament - perbaps on the basis of texts

on Ir
Vich the Br ¢ ish have already ‘given us

(3) For the Inich Government, in the context of an orerall settlgment,
there would have to uitable reference to Articles 2 and 3; an
eptance of the pr u ple of consent; and some language on unity and

on Joint determinat oy ~deterninat on

() For the tnionists, it s dif to speak, but an invitation to th
A e e e o R




s of the proposals in Articles
d

ncorporated n_the docune

i and o the acceptance by both
Governments e principle of consent, would seem to be essential
clements.  Language, for them, on the question o feternination

might al<o be necessary

seeting of the Conference, |t was agreed that o Liaison
t the to

e .
Group should be mandate f

Sorernaent

o drax up 1 papér on' the pesition of
Shout comitnent, . for would Took for acq
port, fro "on the princ

details, of the way T pressed the hope tha
would sét out satisfactorily language on all the key issues.

e noted the mandate for

to do could ense, reinforce
 could profuce & draft,
This was pi
inued British reluctance to involve themselves
hey will pr
Within the L
Butler enphasised
d be a conplene  a substitute for the present process.
tle enphasised the tire clent. There are so many possibilit the
orizon which could o th nitiative - and Tose for both of us
the chances for - that we neded fo act quickly - The
eine Tinit for e first Taport of She Lialsen roup 1o 27t Gcteber, the date

of the next Conferen

The drafting within the iaison Group is abviously of the highest politica
by o Conferenc would

pea
present. atmosphere, that. th
Same tine, we got Hints from the B
7ot pass.the Unionist filter, it could Sti11 be

tisfactory production

Dernot Nally,
10 Septesber.

c.c. Secretary Dorr & Assistant S
Affairs.
¥r. F. Murray, Secretary to the Government & Dr. Martin Mansergh,

etary 0 hUiginn, Dept. of Foreign




Hesting of Nally/Butler Groun
L loth September, 1993

tish position as set out at the last

4 not do". They had tried to give

mas (Chilcot's deputy at

They were proposing a separate drafting sxerciss
“might be borrowable' and
y which the present

in that context, whose elem

of the Tacissach's letter. The
ag had

© tine was not on our side and had wanted to give a

on reported to him. He

Political impetus to the &iscussion. He felt
omont wore available and it was now
ng then together.
point by listing the various com

versonally saw them - the common commitment to a democratic

sclution, the British neutrality statement, the agresment

there should be no change without consent and, as was now

roposed, an acknowledgement of joint self-det
fications. He recalled the
he Quentin

subject to thess qu

to inter mas paper.

(Chilcot broke in to say that was "pivota

Irish agreement in

In further exchanges Nally confirmed, in response to
questions, that the actual language of paragraph 4 was not

viewed as sacrosanct, that Articles 2 and 3 could ba open to

change in the context of a settlement likely to win pop:
endorsenent, and that the Irish Government was fully




There was then some rather general and inconclusive

Chilcot said Hume saw the

erendum as sufficient to undermine the Republ

exercise would
framework caused difficulties for the British,
blocking power for Northern Ireland. O higinn described
how the Treaty, various Home Rule Acts, otc., wers in fact

n point

based on this model, which had p:

obably much better legal

Precedent than the mors recent notion of completely separate
treatnent.
Butler availed of an interval when staff were bringing

coffes to say that thers might be a misapprahension
the Taoiseach's letter which should be put right.
ry close diraction of
was no ques:
bureaucrats needing a political push. They weze at

ting positively. Mo

They were acting under the
= on of unimaginative

(with the political level) in rea

amount of political impetus could change that - or the
that the present text had to be changed if the notion of
Joint declaration was to get anywhere. Such a text could
not be left for drafting in person by the two P

ted space of a Summit.

Discussion resuned on Hume's idea of a dual referendus Iis
ZIrish side sxplained that it could serve two
laying the ghost of the doctrine that the collactive will of

the Irish people as expressed in the 1918 election had besn
denied expression thersafter by British machinations and




, secondly, a practical mechanism to

tncluding in unionist ey
ponent

hulging addsd that poli

develop his talks with Adams in

were also a factor for urgen

Butler stressed again that

ney agresd on the need for
es they had

urgency. The Irish side ka

asetion

emselves in negotiating

concept wes that the Taoiseach had taken the initiative
That was welcoms, as were the objectives. The text
was not right

They were doing everything they could to say
not. From the separate discussion of a joint f

ting to the three-stranded Talks) th
5ide know they w

rfectly prepared to look at a further

draft. If it was the Irish position that t

45 toxt was the
last word and this alons was accaptable to the Provos
"it voulan't £

then
There was a way open to carzy matters

forward by looking in the Talks context at alte:
of meeting aife

lties, and

he result of

age in a textual exer

, but in the separate exercise relati
constitutional balance in the Talks,

£ramavozk,

the ey issues wers
identical. Butler said he hoped the Irish side could

translate the key issues in the present draft into language

acceptable in a joint framevork paper, and which in turm
hen could be used in contacts relating to the Sinn Fein

8. 0 higion said this would be put to the Taciseach and his
instructions awaited. From what we knew of his position he
might well be concerned that this could throw away much
Laborious effort on the othe:

condition of

aratt. secondly, the in
ionist endorsement could undermine the




not a complement to, our presel

We would need to reassure the Taciseach

trans formin,

hiloot said a large part of the presant text was

gement from the political judgment

at that the effort should be p

had mandated officials to produce (at

) could be

uppermost in their minds.

There was then some procedural discussion of how the matter
right be

nducted in the Liaison Group so as mot

cle of confidentiality (possibly some aspe
aiscussion betwsen O Huiginn and Thomas only) and on timing
of further mestings of the Nally-Butler group. In response
to Nally, Butler again confirmed "We are mot putting this

text into the other group. This is ours. Rather we waat to
see uheth

we can borrow from the other group ways of
oh 4. Nally again urged that
of a cessation of violence should ba kapt in
Chiloot thought we would not have arrived at that point
except for the fact that the Anglo-I

solvi

ish Agreement made the
ng beached”. Nally asked whether the
Teoiseach could be assured that the present exercise was

Provos atraid of "bei.




ng
%o make the text

© acceptabls with indirect

Chilcot said the Intergovernmental Con

paper be

Ple and key issuss, rather
s included, by definitio

ould be a =

Paper
VWith the statement of March 26, 1991. Elements could
Pefully be used for all audie
hasw' t failea

without tha

Taoiseach's letter would issue

Butler said a reply

towards the middle of the following veek.

he lines that the Prime Minister shared the objective, that

the present taxt woul

might well say "why dom't
Chiloet said that Ministers had tasked the Lisison Croups
2nd he hoped the Taoiseach would accept the "dual utility

aking. The Taoiseach could

e they wers und

decide whstner ¢

' outcome served both purposes or had mo
Chiloot added he would

very sorry if the latter.

It vas agreed to consult later about whether thers would be

a further meeting of
October, to review mattors. Zutler indica
willing to travel to Ireland fo

e Butler-Nally group, say




the circle of mesting such a pro-

rement, and at the same

ghted as necess
for a cessation, and which involve some degres of B

eile

Pro-nationalist theory. However simce it i

only option on offer for
ussion of the key ideas of the present text, and

since the British officials wers at pains to signal

they see this as complementing rather than subs

the Butler-Nally discussion,

Just;

a refusal to agres to their approach. The nead for
e most careful weig

g at the political level of the
issues involved, leading to clear guidelines from the
Government £

officials, hardly needs to be stressed.




