
10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWI1A 2AA

Hume sends us new text, incorporating Adams’ amendments. Textual

analysis. Serious changes. No question we can accept text as it stands, if at

all. Options for what to do next. This initiative does not look as if it is going

anywhere. Request for advice.

|

\ ‘ i Conversation with Hume
‘ John Hume telephoned this evening to say that he had just received

’:“‘lj’fXdams" amendments Lo the text we had sent him with the Prime Minister’s
~ letter. ‘these amendments had been agreed with the IRA. Hume - in high

spirits - said that the text looked very good. It contained no new language. All

amendments involved words that we had used before. Much of it Hume

mmself suggested to Adams, including on the timeframe. Hume repeated

\dams had agreed with the IRA that, if thc Primc Minister published the

B wa?tg‘qu to send us, and the IRA were told of publication via him in

C, fi)gn Adams and the IRA guaranteed that a permanent cessation would
. Adams had added that it would be helpful if he could also be told

a either Hume or the Irish Government, what we had in mind in the
dence-building measures.

wfox,!h,c, umpteenth time, that this was not a text for
vggmpd to be as open minded as was reasonable, and

ested text on its merits. Hume would understand that the

*ady existed in many quarters about this excrcisc had

erecent events in London and Lisburn. I could by
1 if the changes wereof the straightforward kind that he
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implied, we would be able simply to take them on board and go ahead as

pefore. I could imagine - speaking on an entircly personal basis - that there

} might, for instance, be pressure for the guarantee of a permanent cessation to

‘ be given in writing. But this was getting ahead of things. The first task was to

study the proposed amendments. Hume asked if I could give him a preliminary

response this evening. 1 doubted that this would be possible (and he has not in

fact come back to me),

Textual analysis

I enclose:

a clean copy of Hume’s text;

E_version annotated in manuscript o show the changcsi—_(

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

alterations.

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

much subject to your advice. But it might help Ministers in Bournemouth to

| havcan mnstant analysis of the Hume language.
A

B The most serious changes, in descending order of importance, seem to be

as | é‘flb'Ws.
g c_ I

3 55 eyey N -

' e e - age goes well beyondTeahon's

JEEEStion-that W mit the “mflmydszm&mhcrmwheu
allel decommissioning, The Hume text omits the whole second

d s its compromise approach under which some

3’ f gmng would take place during the process of negotiations

amsfils_ the sentence Tecahon wanted our). We want to make
thxs area so that the process of dccomnussmmng is not

S, even modest mutual steps on dewnumauomng

al osphere needed for (urther steps in a progressive
ust and oonfidcnce.
.



ICE. i 96 08¢ E

CONFIDENTIAL

23 -

Ceasefire; the Hume text drops all our references to the need for the

Government to assess whether a restoration of the ceasefire was unequivocal,

and our need to take into account the situation at the time. The omissionof the

sentence"we would of course needto be sure that any restoration was

genuinely unequivocal, particularly in view of events on the groun Lism

particularly difficult.

Consensus: the Hume text drops the specific refercnce to the need for the

‘n_egggationquproe,eqd.--b}g;conscnsus-,;wilh the support of parties representing a -

majority of the Unionist communities (as well as the nationalist). Thus it drops

the sentence "The negotiations will operate on the basis of consensus, requiring

) JEns) INT SHPPOTL of PATtivD TepTesenting a-medoriny of bath the Unioaist aod

- pationalist communities in Northern Ireland”.

Timeframe: our rcference to our readiness to support a timeframe agreed by

the participants is changed to a commitment by both governments o a

timeframe agreed between them (no reference to the parties’ agreement). We X

arc thus into the realms, so far as the Unionists would be concerned, of an

"imposed scttlement”.

Role of Government and the parties: the Hume text inserts a small 5

amendment which, again, suggests that the governments can impose a settlement

(".....we are wholly committed to uphold our responsibility to encourage, =

facilitate and enable agreement......").
-

wumit: we had been contemplating, in response to Teahon’s suggestions, the
oration of a refcrence to a review plenary in December. The

ams text goes beyond this by committing both governments to "review
! 'lar intervals, including a sumumit meeting to be held before the

' 1 w}'_ i A )
‘ t;__‘g_.,_;g:)_;st replgces our commitment to increasing community

) .p_o_hcl-pg W.lth language that more explicitly implies that the
2 gna_hst support. ("The creation of a policing service

he support of the entirc community”.)
-

4
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_:@ducesv language on the lines suggested by

h of the Hume text includes appreciative
24U , US nd South Africa (the latter as an

N b
Mfo’ra



BINET OFFICE. =~ FRI_L1 OCT 96 68163 _ PG.O5 LA

CONFIDENTIAL

&

“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 difficult language.

- mhesmhmgfismremfivmv'figmwmmmc issuciswhether they

“are50 prejudicial that they arenot worth the prize even of a permanent

- cessation (if- a massive if - we could rely on the Sinn Fein guarantee). You

will have your own views. My initial reaction is that a significant number of

proposed changesare dcal-breakers:

= - we could notpossibly signup tothé*proposmon'that"dccomnnsmyag/\ 1}0
shouldnot be allowed to block the negotiations;

= we could not tacitly accept that Sinn Fein should continue (0 reject the MO
notionof parallel commissioning;

- wecouldnot commit to a timetable agreed by governmentsonly. We / m
can do what we can Lo progress things. But ultimately it is up to the ( A )
parties; U Y

= bcanngin mmd that Trimble has read the text, I wouldnot care to —

mbmsmwhych had omitted the reference to the need for

[T thuk io et TWm l

\/w
imply publish lhe text we gave Hume, knowing that it
renewed ceasefire; Fie

0 take on board ‘Ieahon’s amendments, in the w 0-

| m“’d US Swermnent support, but again

ionally ;:J»l\e the least neuralgic of the
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rcumstances, I would tend to favour option (i), explaining to

M@.&nfl Amcncans that, in the light of the London arms finds and the
Lisburnoutrage, plus the nature of the Hume/Adams amendments, we had

sadly concluded that there was no futurein taking this initiative further. But

there are also arguments for option (iii) in particular, which you will want to

consider.

; - As I say, these are very much preliminary thoughts. I should welcome
your advice. =

1 am copying this letter to William Ehrman (Foreign and Commonwealth ~ —

Office), Jan Polley (Cabinet Office) and, by fax, to Veronica Sutherland in

Dublin and Sir John Kerr in Washington.

T Yow e,

Guerd Codteden =

e EDWARD OAKDEN


