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Let ne begin by saying that I never thought there would ba a
need tor us to sget the record straight as we are doing today
Let me stress that we ara doing so reluctantly and bescause =f
the blatent abuse by the British government of the line of

communication between us and {t.

The Sinn Fein leadership has always accepted that esach

sfde '1in
this process will seek to gain advantage over tha other Thi's
is part of the battle in which we are engesged. However, what
has occured this last year and which is now pertially :n tha
public domain goes far beyond legitimate manosuvering. At ‘oo
time, even under Thatcher, has any government attempted fc L=<
and abuse communication by fabrication and forgery in thz wa,

WwhIchthe MEJor government has.

The history of my involvement with this line of communicat

icn
between Sinn Fein &nd the British government must o2 =220
against the background of our initiatives on peace and &gainsc
the background of the evolution and the development 2t parly
policy on this issue. Most of you will be aware that r:z7 o2
last five years, at least, Sinn Fein has been involwved In
trying to build consensus in Ireland around the nesd tor a
negotiated settlement of the conflict here. This was publicly
outlined in a series of discussion documents from “Sc=z=s

for Peace" through to "Towards a Lasting Peace". it
dominated party Ard Fhelsenna and 1t has been the —:=2ntral
focus for us.

As part of our strategy, senigr paerty members yigi__ggggn
resp_onsibili.ty foi_g_ng,ag.kag—iﬂ—prxv&e_a_nd public ::ec
dif ferent elements of op{g&gg_hggg_égg abroad.___ [ «

a
mmf_“r‘esponefbi—&‘i-ty"ﬁr engeging in public debate with the

a
i
>

British_government. I was accountable to a small <
chaired by party‘ﬁ‘esiden_t.__(}gr_ry Adams.

ecall the development of our po.:zy aad
:rsmem‘?at&fz );cr":i:t]l.;t;on of it informed publif debr;:t.-: :"-:2
this time. Sinn Fein has always had a policy Za;ea eAD/e
need for dialogue and for as long as I1 mceanr;sreg; -:,r;;_‘ ..and
been 1in regular contact with many el@& t

As Sinn Fein onssaed more a&ar: _more
debate _thees ___contacts_becane more

British opinion.

the eace = e
zgfiiggﬂi}y 26 _iﬂgtnfg——climata that the British Govscnment
inte .

tivated the line of coggggi;atgon and 1its Efizeﬁ‘ Ejaz?
iﬁ;nga?F;ET;a’—E;;tact and digl:Rujch:tt%i:fésueA::;A R
———Fact W ve to :
SPIRE Tt norroranix'?;;:;n:;: 4t the most productive ‘:—A?ll
grEgsed. v tive was e imadeatebullding, &y PLOSSSE S 3
T el Bk The most significant progrese 1n tol :?gci”
laSttrinpigzz in the discussions petween John Hume =02 Sercy
has be
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S1gnificant 2 these discussions, and  especiall, R

8oVernmeny Progress was made we  point
at  this initiative ang idvised

st opportunity for paace

NO dealin communication goes back over two decadas
SR I A o L X e hunger strikes although

PN o ﬁ:s éxlstence. The line of ¢ommunication was
e reakdown of 7 = 76 truce until the hunger =

The tw

O hunger !

Detweariing a%j strikes were a period Ot N rensled ol

géver nd them, The contacts between us ang Bhel 8t i
nmeant a is time 1is not disputed. Incidentaliy

Were assured during this period that Margaret Thstcher =g
Qggbgiised the line of communication with wus and Q¥;f 1
pPolitical prisoners in fﬁé—?ﬁiﬁbcks-sﬁd'hrmagh brisons.  Th
gritish government representative was appointead b} Londca :
Stormont.

After the hunger strikes the line of communciation was dormant

until mid 1990, Even though the line of communicaticn was
dormant the contact remained 1n touch with the Rewiies oh
goevenrment representative and occasionally with me. Simmatd
1990 the British govenrment representative intimated thit -~a=
*wgm—to oPen _up the line of.communicatidn oncs agsis. Wz
thought™ that ~this was only an opening approach aimzz at

Picking up on the bad situation between us since the aun
strikes and we received some general and occasional o
briefings on the British govenrment position during this :ims
During this period also the British government representativa
informed the contact that he would like to et _ me. Toviards
the end of 1990 he passed word to Sinn Fein that ne ves due
for retirement and he would like to méet me before Fa lzrf‘: and

tB:::IEEHNHrE‘“‘TTﬁ; way for a new British  gov=rnmant
7

representative. Gerry Adams and I discussed this {nvr—=sien
with oOtfiers in the Sinn Fein officer board and decided ol o
ahead with the meeting. [ was instructed to process cn a
listening brief.

This meéetins took place in October 1990, the conta-ct was
also in attendance. It was a low key meeting lasting :cor 3
hours and discussed the general political and tha c .rrent
state of British policy and Anglo/Irish relations, In kaeping
with my brief, I saild very little and was non committal -~ all

aspects of republican policy. The British government
representative intimated to me that after his_retirement 3 naw
representative would be appointed and that there woula 2 an

effort to re-activate the line of communication. I was non-
committal on this. I reported all 'this " buck -3 "@my
colleagues. While we felt a moral imperative to expl:or2 aay
overtures from the British, because of ‘previous ex;er-encis
during the hungr strikes and the 72 and 74 bi-lateral :;ii{f
and given that there was no public evidence that tne :r:~:?n
government position had changed, we were sceptical abonf nf-r
intentions. This strongly influenced our attitude. H..2aver
- - 2 -
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szmzirieczciiir the British desired to activate the line of
PETE TSN ?n that we were morally sand tactically obliged not
B their offer. We did not communicate this to thsz
ish. In Jeanuary 1991 the British government
representative I met retired, ;

?E::iggahthfotéiftr;{f:;;e% us that the British goverrment,
ritish government representative
had passed to him information that the loyalist death squads
were about to announce a ceaserire for the inter-party tal:s.

We were informed of this orally. througzh the line of
communication and after this there was no contact until Jun2
1991, Then we were informed that a new namsd reprssentative
had been appointed. He had introduced himsel: to the contact
He verified his status by producing a letter signed by ths
then Brgii§Q,§E££§£ﬁ£¥_1&_jﬁﬁiﬁ_Ezbecfﬁpcoke. Tnis lesttsr was
read by the contact and kept by the Britisn government
representative, His status was also verified by the pravious

British government representative. We were informed =hat he
was appointed by London.

June to Christmas 91: During this period the n=w

government representative initiated a series or pzr 1
meetings and occasional telephone conversations Wit e
We were given detailed Dbriefings on Britisn

contact. is
government policy. _ The meetings toak—place—both—in -+he six
counties and in London. The representative declared tnat 1t
was Hia objective tu—=nsure that republicans knew tne trinking
of his government. We presumed that he was alsc =z=rgza2zed 1in
building up a relationship with us and with the contac:. We

n= or

were 55Sur?2__E:;f_’ngﬁ,_MQiQI;_ﬁég authorised the :in ;
_communication. uF private position was that in all =: thi
that the British government's strategy remained one =a:xn2d
defeating the republican struggle. During this pericd wz d
rot initiate any contact and our response to all izrormation

was to note it.

January to April 1992: Throughout 1992 the British govsrnment
representative became very active in briefing us. Tnz major
part of these briafings was taken up Dby reports of the
progress, or lack or 1t which was being made in tr= Inter:
party talks.
Peter Brooke made a number of keynote speeches at tnis tinme
and we were advised of these in advance

April to Christmas 1992: During this time, artsc the
Westminster election Peter Brooke was replaced bty “‘atrick
Mayhew. We were informed that the line of communica:. .. would
continue us before and that Patrick Mayhew was "' ...y 0on
board”.

We were being given consistent reports from <he «=ritish
government representative that the Brooke/Mayhew :al-: were

v = 3 -
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891N nowhera and that

the fovernment's rediction was tna
they would eng F 5 & Arch

in failure.

We were also being told that there was friction
Senfor c¢ivi)

In October,
Progress of
doCument )

batwean the
Seérvants (in London and Stormont) and Mayriew.
We were provided with a two page document on tne

the talks under Sir Ninian Stavens. (see= attached

Jan-Mar 1993; The

¥ : British government representative was 1in
L) frequent t ] s : e
£5 q Sontact, . on._occasion ~on-ta daily basis. He was
\ﬂgf Suggesting that there WaS a possibility or meetings taking
:i¢§ : Place between British government representatives and S:inn Fain
aﬁfﬁb representativesg, We began to take his proposal more Seriously

A A when he got into discussions about the logistics of vﬁrryl:é
CQ)V Out such a meeting.

At all times we stressed that there could be no preconditions
/////// to such a meeting and that Sinn Fein's electoral mandata2 was
; the basis for our engagement, The British government
Tepresentative said there would be 8 need for the 2ritiah
Prime Minister to defend talks with us 1f these became public
and this would be most difficult if the IRA campaign was
continuing at a3 high level. He told us that the Britigh
government accepted that the IRA activity would only be halited
5oy o as a rasult of negotiations. He said that the British
éiﬁv“jia government believed that intensive meetings with Sinn Fein
250@A‘Aﬁf would persuade republicans that armed struggle was o lcnger
¢eoN" Y necessary. He proposed that if we Si_thasa
meetings that the IRA_Eﬁggld_nedace—dis-campaign or _suspand i
, in orde?‘?b‘enhaﬁf@"?hif_Egggggg;_
—ﬁx—

In February Sinn Féin held its Ard Fheis. There were «aoy acte
speeches from Gerry Adams and myself outlining party zclicy on

the need for a peace process,
This triggered further intense responses from the 32-i{tish
government. We were advised that we would shortly t= in a
[ situation 1in which a definite arrangement would be made for
we such a meeting. Sugestions were made that meetings could take
AL place in various venues. They offered to arrange an airplane

ﬁuik“qyﬁﬁ to fly us to Scotland, Norway or Denmark

T pRes I asked for information about the make-up of the meet:rgs o
numbers of delegates. I was informed that the British were
prepared to be flexible about this. They suggest=c thart

‘ < t e delegates, accompanied by three advisers, would be
sufficent.

They would also be similarly represented. I asked ror an
indication of the seniority of the British representatives I

| w3 was then given the names of those who would represart the

British side. The British government representative e»resseq

Qﬂveﬂ’ that the British government believed that the end resu.t of
= kS b

22
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S woul
d be that Republicans woulg feel that the

2 would be
" [, P no n
Az €ed to go back to armed struggls
Lo S He .
S also statedq
o .',‘L”La.;t ‘ m&etings woulg Sui't:‘?tcehe en UG G wesks intensive 11
— - ;. : I — = Ciex=, V La .
Ay 3 discussion with senior c;ffor A 0 ShRr iy A ds s .4.:er/
O res's) Passed to the IRA. St bR SR R quies e s was
By this ¢4
me, the British I
B gcvenrment h St
lepresentatives' By the end of March we hadad -ap?OIH i ¢
‘\'J&': 1;‘1 Principle about the meetings The Sinn Fr&‘=ChﬂL;‘3:ie_l:enr
v e e 6! nn eln side aGgoliad
ML“:’Q D 5;-'1!" to terms of reference and an outline '1; 'f“_-l—
e Position. It was during this eriod that “ \) o
2 s British o ¥ P tat  We received Ehs
V‘\S";'Cd respo e S S B O me Nty We prepared =n [l paragrack
: : nse to {t. We also appointed : il SEEat e
W my tutelage. pp 3 small secratarisz nder
s At this time Sinn Féin sought and was given a commi:mzat oy
f(f/l St e B RTRAGS s b ile oV 1IdN eroaths the conditions nece €=
facilitate this round of talks and to enable us to exs.cre the
>\ a otential of AT
P &l of the British government's assertion. This would

lic have involved a 14 day suspension of operations,
= 5 \"CY
Cw#‘rf‘c""‘g‘ This was conveyed to the British government on May 10:-

~
~/
9"76}?& Although we were informed that the positive rezzonse &
VQ@'LQ~ republicans to the British proposal was the su SO
series of high 1level meetings by British nmin

[ officals, 1ncluding John Major there was no positi 23pcnse
[ by them. I was informed that this was discussed on M:ziday, 17
(oo May 1993, at a meeting which included Major, Hura Mavhew,

( Ei Chilcott, aithwaite. The meeting was indecisive and was

{ Con. 18 May, and Kenneth Clarke was :nvolved

reconvened on Tuesday,
Clarke's advice was that the opening or public

j,

{nEth1'st
'fa }7: negotiations with us was "too rigoky with tha governmsn: under_
3 seige", Mayhew was wobbling between "pushing for s--sotance
and wanting a safer longer period of gcessation”. “ine Major
=3y p 3

comprorp‘i_sbe‘a_'*by—ﬁst'rﬁc—fing his secretary to
be able to anr.ounce

programme which he would

: Parliament........., "“that he was instructing the NIC ¢

Lo  into dialogue with the Republican Movement". Litar we

/\/W@w received a written communication which you have ‘:—:_:,'e you

G 5\} This deals directly with the 10 May situation. Sasloistniis

ol point, although the line was 1n regular use in this o--ica 1t

2 e = was not used 1in any positive way. In fact, the Brit:_r moved
1o away from their proposal and refused to follow ft tnr . - ;
"’.Tﬂ‘{ n ‘ 5

i = this was due to John Major's <Zi:: ~sities

ans o sEeneea

~rS% e believe that
within his party and in the British parliament,

‘-’9
i
Z}Q_Vﬁ to secure an alliance with the UUP.

s time there were a number of leaks to

DigLoB thi us and the British. -

which hinted at contact between

| 'ﬂ&d‘J N W’f e
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must 2 BT RS R any value in the future {ts integr.cy
fﬁ?tr\De Testored. The British government ure acting tn pad

SNd are now act{

ively abusing our contact with them in
R dRE s Bto . i ow dissension and confusion and to diztract
attention from the real issues. This can only devalue the

Peéace process.

Sinn Fein acted at all times in good faith. We sought to nova
towards peace both through this private contact with t.?e
British government and through our 1ipvolvement in the lrich

Republicans have demonstrated flezibi

peace inittative, . s, ;;i;
and integrlty throughout. The British goverrtu Cr::je:r,ad
demonstrated intransigence and duplicity. The_y ha[vge 15_ u; -3
Veéry real eand tangible opportunities for peace. |

—

y from its
John Major to explain why his government walked away from 1 _
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