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10 October 1996

rom the Private Scerstary

HUME/ADAMS INITIATIVE

S1Imary
ew text, incorporating Adams’ amendments. Texrual

estion we can accept (ext as it stands, if at
This initiative does not look as it it is going

Hume sends us n
analysis. Serious changes. No qu
1l Options for what to do next.
anywhere. Request for advice.

Conversatjon with Hume

John Hume telephoned this evening to
4 4ams’ amendments (o the text we had sent
iser. These amendments had been agrecd with the IRA. Hume - in high
spirits - said that the text looked very good. It contained no ncw language. All
‘he amendments involved words that we had used beforc. Much of it Hume
nad himself suggested to Adams, including on the timeframe. Hume repeated
‘hat Adams had agreed with the IRA that. if the Prime Minister published the
i:xt he was about 10 send us, and the IRA were told of publication via him in
sdvance, then Adams and the IRA guaraniced that a permanei cessation would
‘ollow. Adams had added that it would be helpful if he could also be old
privately, via either Hume or the Irish Government, what we had in mind in the

vay of confidence-building measures.

say that he had just reccived
him with the Prime Minister’s

r the umpteenth time, that this was not a text for
segotiation. But we wanted to be as open minded as was reasonable, and

~ould look at the suggested text on its merits. Hume would understand that the
;ceptictsm which had already existed in many quarters about this exercise had
-nly been heightened by the recent events in London and Lisburn. [ could by
0 means say that, even if the changes were of the straightforward kind that he

I repeated, fo
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‘lied. we would be able simply to take them on board and go ahead as

-isre. 1 could imagine - speaking on an catirely pgrsonal basis - that tpcrc
.ignt, for instance, be pressure for the guarantee of a permanent cessation t?
-f’mvcn in writing. But this was geuting a.head. of things. 'Th(‘. ‘ﬁrs'l tas!cAw.f.s‘to
1dy the proposed amendments. Hume asked if I could give him a preliminary

- ~onse this evening. 1 doubted that this would be possible (and he has not in
+ct come back 10 me).

“exiual apalysis
I enclose:
- a clean copy of Hume's text:
a version annorated in manuscript (o show the changes;

a new clean text showing the Sinn Fein additions, omissions and
alterations.

You will want to go through the text in detal, and the following is very

;ruch subject to your advice. But it might help Mimsicrs in Bournemouth to
nave an instant analysis of the Hume language.

The most serious changes, in descending order of importance, scem to be
25 follows:

Decommissioming: the Hume/Adams language goes well beyond Teahon's
<.ggestion that we simply omit the sentence specifically referring to the Mitchell

provision on parallel decommissioning. The Hume text omits the whole second
half of our paragraph: i.e.

"This includes its compromisc approach under which some
decommissioning would take place during the process of negotiations
(comment: this is the sentence Tcahon wanted out). We want to make
urgent progress in this area so that the process of decommnissioning is not
seen as a pre-condition to further progress, but is used to build
confidence one step at a time during the negotiations.  As progress is
made on political issues, even modcst mutual steps on deccommissioning

could help creatc the atmosphere needed for further steps in a progressive
pattern of mounting trust and confidence.”

Perhaps even more important, the Hume text adds language asserting thar

decommissioqing must be resolved without blocking the ncgotiations. This
looks to me like a deal-breaker for the Unionists. 1 do not see how we could
possibly contemplate it.

Ty
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our references to the need for the

cther a restoration of the ccascfire was unequivocal,
¢ the situation at the time. The omission of the

d 10 be surc that any restoration was
{ events on the ground” is

_sefire: the Hume text drops all
wernmeny (o assess wh
4 our need 1o take 1o accoun
ence “we would of course nee
auinely uncquivocal, particularly in view o
rucularty difficult.

the Hume text drops the specific reference to the need for the

with the support of parties represcnting a
(as well as the nationalist). Thus it drops
s of consensus, requiring
f both the Unionist and

onsensus:
egotialions 1o procced by conscnsus.
aajority of the Unionist communitics
he senicnee ~The negotiations will operate on the basi
1t least the support of parties representing 4 majority o
nationalist communities 10 Northern Ircland”.

our reference to our rcadiness Lo support 2 timeframe agreed by
ed 1o a commitment by both governments {0 a

hem (no reference to the parties’ agreement). We
sts would be concerncd, of an

Timeframe:
the parucipants is chang
nmeframe agreed between t
are thus into the realms, so far as the Uniont

"imposcd settlement™”.

Role of Government and the parties: thc Huinc text inserts a small
amendment which, again, suggests that the ZOVCINMCALS Can impose a scttlement

(" . we arc wholly committed 10 uphold our responsibility o encourage,
fzcilitate and cnable agreement.... ).

Summit: wce had been contemplating. in rcsponsc to Teahon’s suggcstions, the

(0 a review plenary in December. ‘The
nd this by commitung both govcrnments Lo “revicw
including a summit meeting 0 be held before the

‘ncorporation of a reference
Hume/Adams text goes beyo
progress at regular intervals,
end of the year™.

the Hume text replaces our commutmicnt to increasing community
anguage that more explicitly implies that the
“The creation of a policing scrvice

Policing:
identification with policing with
RUC docs not cnjoy nationahst support. (
which can cnjoy the support of the entire community”.)

Irish culture: the Hume text introduces language on the lines suggested by
Teahon, but at greater length.

In{crmﬂionmlisa(ion: the last paragraph of the Hume text includes appreciative
references to the contribution of the EU, US and South Africa (the later as an

example of successful conflict resolution).

ext ends by referring to the need for a peaceful

Paramilitary violence: our (
The Hume text drops the word

enviromment free of all paramilitary violence.

PRYAS I M TAY ALY M KN |
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“paramilitary”. This presumably reflects Sinn Fein's line that responsibility for
the violence rests not just on the paramilitaries.

Comment

.

So much for Hume's assurances about no new or diflicult language.
These changes are obviously highly unsatisfactory. The issue is whether they
are so prejudicial that they are not worth the prize even of a pcrmanent
cessation (if - a massive if - we could rely on the Sinn Fcin guarantee). You
will have your own views. My iniual reaction is that a significant number of
proposed changes are deal-breakers:

- we could not possibly sign up to the proposition that decommissioning
should not be allowed to block the negotiations:

- we could not tacitly accept that Sinn Fein should continue to reject the
notion of parallel commissioning;

- we could not commit to a timetable agrced by governments only. We
can do what we can to progress things. But ultimatcly it is up to the
parties; :

- bearing in mind that Trimble has read the text, I would not care to
explain to the Unionists why we had omitted the reference to the need for
majority Unionist support.

Next steps

We have said that we are not preparcd 10 negotiate our text. But cven if
we were, it is hard to see how we could even get close to the Hume/Adams
version. (I take it as read that we could not accept their text as it stands.) So
what are our options?

(1)  not to publish at all;

(i) 1o go ahead and simply publish the text we gave Hume, Knowing that it
will not secure a renewed ceasefire;

(iii) 1o publish a text that tries to take on board Teahon’s amendments, in the
hope that this will strengthen Irish and US government support, but again
knowing that it will not secure a ceascfire;

(iv) to publish a text that trics additionally 10 include the least neuralgic of the
Hume/Adams amendments.

CONFIDENTIATL,
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In present circumstances. I would tend to favour option (i). explaining to
the Irish and Americans that, in the light of the London arms finds and the
Lisburn outrage, plus the nawre of the Humc/Adams amendments, W had
sadly concluded that therc was no future in taking this initiative further. But
there are also arguments for option (iii) in particular, which you will want o0

consider.

As 1 say, these arc very much preliminary thoughts. 1 should wclcome
your advice. :

I am copying this letter 10 William Ehrman (Foreign and Commonwealth
Office), Jan Polley (Cabinet Office) and, by fax, 10 Veronica Sutherland in
Dublin and Sir John Kerr in Washington.

9""" eved.,
G Cotadw
EDWARD OAKDEN

Ken Lindsay. Esq.. 5
Northern Ireland Office.
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