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1 Mr Lavery — B
Mr Maccabe - B
Mr Perry - B
Mr Stephens — B
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Ms Mapstone — B
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| Mg Collins, Cab Off (via IPL) - B
\ Mr Dicklnson, TAU - B
Mr Lamont, RID FCO - B
| HMA Dublin - B
Mr Westmacott (via RID) — B
Mr Campbell-Bannerman — B
M~s McNalily (B&L) — B
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NOTE FOR THE RECORD

TALKSE 16 OFTOBER 1996 (

y’s] business consisted|of|a singie plenafy pession, from
to 13.00, in which Mr NcCartney continued to expound his
that the present talks procees was fundamentally flawed,
e it was based on a policy o appeasement to secure Sinn Fein

ipation, and that the two Governments’ approach to
isgloning amounted to an invitation to the Republican movement

de weapons for political gains.

|
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The plenary session began at 10.10 am, to continue discussion of

item £ of the agenda for the remainder of the opening plenary on

considleration of the International Body’s proposals on

deco issiFning. The Chairman, Mr Holkeri, said that submissions

had been received from the Alliance Party,

whichlhad been circulated to all delegations.

there|should be a 20 minute adjournment to allow delegates to read
bl

the UUP and the UDP,
It was agreed that

the sybmissions.

The plenary rec?nvened at 10.40 am) jjth Mr Mcéarﬁney resuming his

statement on decommissioning. He &€ out at cqps%derable|length his

thesi} that the present political process was fl
ing to entice

awed because it

compTr
repre

{mis%d democratic principles in attempt
Lentatives of the terrorists into ialogue by a series of
conce{ It was clear that the Sin? Fein/IRA cessation of

Augusl 1994 was never intended to be permanent and was merely
o see what the pqlitical process might offer.

tactiial, in order t
The terms which had been agreed|for the talks guaranteed an
| that "the Union" was on the table,

“inclasiveL agenda. This meant
was a denial of the principle of consent. The two Governments

were Erying to determine the terrorists’ "bottom line" so as to
.'
le to them and to constitutional

formujate a package acceptab
natiohalists, with the "acquiescence” of Unionists then being sought

by "bfibery". The Downing StrEet Declaration and the Frameworks

Documents were part of this plan. The UUP had been "duped" into
but had finally shown resistance in rejecting
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accepting the former,

the lptter.

T i e Ml o N i b e SRS

the IRA had no éntention of decommissioning before

but the presence of Sinn F?in was Seen as

1+ wap clear that

a finhl settlement,
absolbtely necessary by thg two Governments, who were therefore

seeking ways of circumventing their refusal to decommission.
Para-?aph 34 and 35 of the Mitch?ll Report required the talks
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partifipants to do no more than "consider" decommigsioning during
the negotiations. Any actual decommissioning would only happen in

regpohee to political gains for the Republican movement.

The approach of decommissioning only in response to Republican
the documents produced by the

and 30 September. The
ged a negotiating

ol : : :
politjcal gains wag carried over 1nto
Britikh and Irish Governments on 6 June

Mitchell Report and the two joint documents envisa

This was a "corruption of the

procefs based on appeasing terrorlsm.

|
democlatic process”.
/

The pfoposal 1in paragraph 48 of the Mitchell Report that
ed weapons should be exempt from forensic examination

decompission

subvekted the rule of law and would deny fundamental justice to the %

victims of ggrrorism. It was totally unacceptable to the people of 8
:

The fact that this provision of the British

Northern Ireland.
ion would not apply in Great Britain

Goverhment’s enabling legislat
meant|| that ﬁhe people of Northern Ir?land werjhbeing treated as

|
|
|
|
|

LT

sgcongd class citlizens.
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Mr Mcfartney then embarked on a detalled analysis of paragraphs 9 to
14 of| the 6| June ngcenario" paper and che joint British/Irish paper
of 30| June on Lecommissioning. Both were based on the approach
outlihed in paragraph 34 and 35 of the Mitchell Report. They were
speci!ikally addressed to Sinn Fein ?n an attempt to bring them into

the p-dcass py assuring them that everything was on the table,
wtne Union", and by requiring no more than “consideration”
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including
of sope decommissioning during the negotiations. Decommissioning

would Jﬁus only be required when Sing 7ain were satisfied with the

politfical progress peing made. Ther
witholit Republican political gainé. The proposed sub—committee,

chairpd by Senator Mitchell, to e aﬁhne d?commiaﬁioning in parallel
with khe three strands would ensure jthat little progress would be
made,| while the discusslons on po-itiCdl issues in the three strands
procegded rapidly. The only difference petween the 6 June and

30 Sebtember documents was that the role of determining "good
intent" on decommissionlng was Fssigned to the two Governments

would be no surrender of arms

Sl e e T e

rathe thadl Senator Mitchell. \
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The drcument envisaged that the Governments’ draft legislation would
only r published after the openinglplanary, whi#h meant that
ssioring could not be pr?perly addressed" since there was
inadefuate knowledge of what the two Governments intended to do. He
was nrt prepared to take that o tr@st. The document was a “fudge"
to dejay decommissioning in order to entice Sinn Fein into the
talks "The document is alive with the stench of deals with
terropists". It was "flawed, corfupt and rotten". The two
Goverhments had hoped to secure a deal on this basis with the UUP
SDLP, but the UUP had fortunately seen the light and
rejected the document in favour of their own when it became clear to

|
|
|
| :
them \ at it would be unaccePtaEle to rank and file Unionists.
|

deco

Mr Mc{artney then examined the UUP paper on decommjssioning. He
criti‘ised section 5, in particular, on the grounds that it did not
stresk [the need for a restored ceasefire to be "permanent”. There

was a| ¢crucial link between a “permanent" ceasefire and

decomhmissioning. If a ceasefire were genuinely permanent, there
would

e no justification f?r holding weapons and decommissioning

should {begin inmediately. To lnsist o permanence, however, was

|

-;tiblalwith the two Governments’ overall strategy of bringing
|

Sinn Fein in%to the negotiations. The talks participants should be
clearl 'however, vhat once Sinn Fein weze in, 3t wyould be virtually

imposgible to get them out. In an attewmpt to demonstrate this, he
read } t the' questions which thg Secretary of State had posed to the
PUP ahd the UDP during the consideration of the DUP/URUP allegations

incom

that 1 ey had breached the Mitchell principles, arguing that Sinn
l .

Fein pould easily produce repilgs to such questions which would

enablp them to continue in the talks, irrespective of IRA actions.
. * l [

At thiis point, Mr Farren propoa?d an adjournment. No reason was

given| but it w?s clear that he |and others needed a break from

Mr Mc artﬁey's discourse. BRefore the ses?iqn broke up, Dr Paisley

|

raise
talks
rulin% from.the Chair on "obser#er sta.-us".

| |
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|

{ a point of order regarding the Rev. Magee’s attendance at the

the previous day as an "observer'. Dr Paisley asked for a
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When the plenary session resumed, Mr Holkeri confirmed that there
was no observer status, reiterated the need to ensure

| : b o
confiflentiality and said that it was for delegations to ensure that

only elected representatives and genuine supportere or researchers
were fdmitted to plenary Se8510NE.

Mr wWright, for the UDP, said that the Reverendﬂﬂagee wag not an
advier or a member of the party and that they had been wrong to

bring|him into the plenary session. He apologised for doiqg 0.
\ f

)
Mr Mc(artnev then resumed his discourse. It was clear that the UUP
had mpve

R0V ') Ty | :
| d away from decommissioning as a necessary requirement for

Sinn lein participation1 in favour of redefinition of the nature of
the c

{asefire which would be required. The credibility of a
cease‘ire would only be estabplished, however, 1f the words

i n n l
compiete and "permanent" were used.
accepted

If a ceasefire were to be
permanent, this would require an immediate start to
decommiss]i

ning, unrelated'to any progress on political objectives.
It wak onllyy by such decommissioning that the credibility of a
"permt-ent' ceasefire could be demoﬁstrated.
illog!cal

docum[nt had been carefully drafted to
with lhe approach set out i
|

The UUP submission was

It was clear that the
2nable the UUP to go along

paragraph 34 '‘and 35 of the Mitchell
. It was a move in

n the direction of Mr Spring’s “Fourth
Stranr“. He detected signs of a deal with the Governments.
rt accetarle.

that ghey could

L |

ecause 1% did not call for ttis.

This
Any such deals should be put on the table so

be examined by all the participants.

wags n

Dr Pagsley intervened at this point to say;that section 5 of the UUP

o .

:?bmlf5%0n aPpeared to be suggestlﬁg\a "half-way house" for

inn 1ELn, wpérehy tﬁéy would 1n1ttally talk ta the two Governments
( the otrher parties had to se them{

Mr 'Mc artneyy
house

befor

That was unacceptable.
agreed, arquing for the UJP “o suggest a "half way

' along these lines was "absolute fally".

|

Mr Mcfartney then turned to the wording

|

of item 2 of the agenda for
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the rémaindeér of the opening plenary. This was clearly designed to
ensurt that ([the only proposals which 'were effectively discussed were
thosel in the Mitchell Report. This was all the two Governments were
willipg to gonsider. They had éucceeded, with the complicity of the

010) atd the |SDLP, in putting Mitchell’s paragraph 34 and 35 back at
the c|ntre 9f the discussion. This approach would eventually be
“hamm\red through by vote", with the UUP and presumably the PUP and
UDP g|1ng along with it. It was not, however, in the interests of

those
"agre¢ments| on decommissioning, but it was clear that there was DO

ion tiat agreements would he 1n }lace before the end of the

who wished to preserve the Union. Item 2(b) referred to

1ntenl

open1|g plegary. It was merely designed to achieve the objective of
the tlo Govgrnments in referrying the issue to a sub-committee, which
would| provige endless scope for delay. He urged those who had
agreegl the ggenda to rELognlse‘Lhat the two Governments’ aim was to

"bury| decoymissioning. The "poor misguided UUP" did not see that
they had been duped. The whole bagsis ¢f the present talke process
was flawed.| We should revert to a non-tinclusive process, instead of

tryingy to devise conditions to bring Sinn Fein in. The attempt to
l
[ only serve to weaken democracy.

He difi not intend to put forward the‘UhUP proposals OL
decctllSS¢DFlnq now. They would come at the ppropriate time. At

"sup fpith the terrorists" would

stage,| he was merely seeking to clear thg ground by exposing
ided notions" and remlndlng delepates thHat the democratic

this

|

|

7

proce‘s was | being corrupted by asgociafion with terroxrists. 95% of

the p:ople of Northern Ireland wa tgd o truck with terrorists, but
the tho Covernments nevertheless persigted with their efforts to

7 bring| them in. The process was design d to appease terrorists by

findiphg their bottom line anc attemRti g to move towards it. The

commupity in Northern Ireland was more|divided than ever by the

attempts to[inﬁlude Sinn Fein. He wanjied no part of such a peace
procels Further fudging of decommigsioning would be rejected by

the p’ople %f Northern Ireland. b

il ‘ '
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At the conclusion of Mr McCartney’s intervention, Mr Holkeri
propoged thet the plenary session be adjourned until noon on Monday,
when Pr Paisley would be the first to speak. This was agreed.
Dr Pajsley proposed that there should be no plenary session on

i Wednegday, in view of the State Opening of Parliament. This too was

agreegl, with Mr Empey suggesting that the time thus made available
should be used by delegations for detailed examination of the
submigsions which had been pul forward. Mr Neeson, for the
Alliapce, urged that those parties which had not yet made their
submissions should do so as soon as possible. The meeting concluded

at 13{00. ; el
J
;
(Sign{d) | |
pp Alan Wnvsall / !
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