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NORTHERN IRELAND: FUTURE POLICY OPTIONS

as July 1996

As requested in your letter of 18 July, I attach a paper prepared by

NIO officials providing a "quick and dirty" review of the main

policy options open to us if we found ourselves faced with L////
increasing violence and the collapse of the current negotiations.

You will see that it does not review options on security policy L///,

since those have very recently been gone over by NI Committee.

The Secretary of State has seen this paper and agrees with it. The

~only pointhe would wish to add is that this exercise underlines how

little viably exists to replace the present process. Each of the

- ~ path: gested would meet considerable resistance, possibly leading

%&gg‘“j; e e, ngzgiand-offs on both sides of the community, L/////
e - ¢ ';fiétgs:chosen. If the current negotiations did come

o an end, he belieées in the short term the realistic answer would
be to batten down all political hatches and concentrate on security

and good governance through direct rule until there is a better
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climateto revive the Talks process again.
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NORTHERN IRELAND: FUTURE POLICY OPTIONS

Scenario

This paper assumes the current negotiations collapse, very possibly

with a resurgence of violence in Northern Ireland on all sides.

272 One element of HMG's policy would be an appropriate security

response. Possible options were examined by NI Committee on 9 L////

July. This paper does not go back over that ground, since NI

Committee agreed that the purpose of any new security measures would

be to support the political process which represented the best

long-term strategy for overcoming terrorism.

3% The focus of this paper is how, if the current negotiations

collapse, to maintain the political process.

Menu of options

59 '@@@#&figfiégwa£§8pan analysis of the areas of political policy

‘~—§h&f‘é§fér a positive agenda for action, if the negotiations
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local government possibly with some \‘
encouragement for power-sharing and for neighbouring ~€]\
councils to co-operate on strategic issues;

more Parliamentary scrutlny more legislation by Bill, \\

enhanced powers for ] ef

of local politicians to assist Ministers. *?9

Tis Democratic enhancement is difficult to argue against: all sides

agree there is a democratic deficit. But the further it was taken,

the more it would tend to pre—empt any eventual negotiated

settlement.

8. On its own, this sort of approach points to an internal

solution - attractive to unionists but profoundly unattractive to

nationalists, with no prospect of a renewed ceasefire. (”£ (Mflu%%fi

(ii) Parityof esteem :
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10. HMG ngm&meadyfcommltted to this. With no negotiated

settlement to give both communities a share in responsibility,more

tc (unwelcome to Unionists); u}o'
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11. This could be presented as a positive programme to address

perceived unfairness between the two communities. But, on its own,

it would further alienate unionists without, in the absence of an

overall settlement, successfully reconciling nationalists to C/////fl

remaining part of the UK.

(iii) Anglo-Irish co-operation

12. HMG remains committed to the Anglo-Irish Agreement, the Joint

Declaration and (though not as a blueprint) the Joint Framework

Document. Whatever the difficulties of achieving agreement among

the parties, we have successfully achieved a series of agreements

with the Irish Government. We could take that process further

forward:

= continue to work the Anglo-Irish Agreement;

— develop more North/South co-operation, possibly setting up

UYL, some joint executive bodies or the shell of a North/South

{, ’ body as envisaged in the Framework Document;

¥R

= develop with the Irish Government a Frameworks 2 (as

| suggested by the Taoiseach) either to implement or to

L/ present to the parties/people.

13. This is a deliverable agenda. But, on its own, it offers no

positive involvement for the parties in Northern Ireland and would

confirmmany unionist fears, quite possibly generating massive
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radical alternative

> from the

constraints working with the Irish Government sometimes imposes, but

the Irish Government would equally be free to criticise without

constraint. Security co-operation would be badly hit.

Internationally, HMG would lose the support which working with the

Irish Government brings, notably in the United States of America.

(iv) Constitutional reform

17. This would reduce uncertainty over the constitutional position,

reassuring unionists who would (though without real justification)

oppose any changeto the 1920 Act. It would remove some objections

to closer Anglo-Irish co-operation.

= including

18. It wouldbe

iqgland, a referendum in the Republic could have an

SU¢34 "Difficult constitutional legislation in the last
‘1‘
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of the Ue“Efilnster“Parllament might be uncertain.
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'mder the exlstlng leglslatlon could be another

1g51E$Jfibll‘us nothing we do not already

&“fifim&onlsts and nothing for

f;ny boycott it, as last time.
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r (v) Continue to pursue a political accommodation

20. Negotiations have failed before, but we have repeated our

commitment to the process and picked the threads up again.

21. We could simply try again to get the parties round the table to

negotiate a comprehensive settlement. But in the short-term, that

looks implausible in the immediate aftermath of the collapse of one

set of negotiations.

22. We couldmrepeat our aspiration to a negotiated

settlement but engage only in bilateral contacts with the parties

(Frameworks 2);

= consulting the parties as we went; L////fi

:@#gquing Sinn Féin if they declared a ceasefire and

‘sidfi@&°fip'to the Mitchell principles (but without -o////
“ requiring decommissioning because these would not be

;i?; \jfiéfié;iations as such);

ved if they choose, but
e i

an still be -_i%vol
i { b

L -



f—fi

CHOBNEIFSID S ES N TS AT

cannot collapse the process; there is still a political process to

' attract Sinn Féin to secure an IRA ceasefire; with the right

balance, all sides might acquiesce in a package they could not bring

themselves to negotiate directly. Existing powers for a referendum

could be used.

25. But it carries risks. It would appear to override the first of

the triple locks (agreement of the parties), albeit after the

parties had been given every opportunity to reach agreement.

Unionists would see the process as unbalanced, with HMG maintaining

impartiality while the Irish Government batted for nationalists.

Without the parties having shaped the package directly through

negotiations, any referendum could be divisive and uncertain. HMG

would take much of the strain for coming up with a balanced package

likely to deliver consent; rather than attracting acquiescence, it

could be attacked from all sides.


