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The mee ting began at 10. 3 0 a.m. and was followed by lunch 
host e d by Sir Hob e rt Arm s trong for the participants. Those 
present on the Briti s h sid e were Sir Robert Armstrong, 
Robert Andr e w (PU S at NIO), Alan Goodison and David Goodall: 
on the Irish side Dermot Nally, Sean Donlon, Michael Lillis 
and th e undersign e d. 

The following th o ug h not verbatim is a reconstruction in 
the form of direct speech from my notes. 

Armstrong (after some introductory words of welcome) We 
have not come here today with fresh instructions on our 
side. It would not be feasible to have fresh instructions 
before Christmas. But both sides have thought it useful 
to touch base - as it were to pick oursevles up after the 
Summit and the following events. We want to see how we 
might proceed. The only fixed thing ahead is the commitment 
to have another Summit. There could be some flexibility 
about that. Certainly there is one thing that can be said -
the next Summit had better be a good one. 

It would be helpful for us to hear from you how things now 
stand politically. I hope the Dublin meeting en marge of 
the European Council will have cleared some of the air 
between tbe two Prime Ministers. Also the Press Conference 
given by Mrs Thatcher on 4th December may have stopped or 
at least eased the rocking of the boat and gives us both a 
better chance to see where we might be getting. 

It seemed to us that both sides ended up at the Chequers 
Summit looking for ingredients in the security/political 
and legal fields. On the last named - that is the legal 
side - there was not much detailed discussion. Both 
sides seemJto be taking the papers as read. In contrast 
there was a good deal of discussion on the two first points 
(security and political). There was discussion of the 
nature of any contribution which might be made by the Irish 
Government to the affairs of the province; and the nature 
of any new devolved arrangements in Northern Ireland. 

I feel that it was left to us to follow up on these three -
or four - areas to see if there was material in that 
which we could put together. As you will have gathered 
from Chequers as soon as you begin to put things down 
in writing the magnitude of what is being contemplated comes 
home to Ministers. I saw at least two advantages to the 
Chequers discussion (a) it did help to bring M\nisters to 
this point; and (b) the very outspokenness of the Prime 
Minister evoked a similar outspokenness on the part of the 
Taoiseach. This was very good. It was indeed a better 
education than any briefs done by officials like myself 
could be. It was of course uncomfor ta ble but it was neverthe-
less a good thing. The Prime Minister really meant it 
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when she said she had had a real discussion. That suited 
her. Of course it did not take the course which the 
Taoiseach - or indeed I myself - had expected. But I 
think it was helpful in the educational sense that the 
Taoiseach was led to say some things which the Prime Minister 
will have heard before from officials but to which she would 
not have given the same weight (i.e. the fact that the 
Taoiseach said them to her in a direct exchange had much 
greater impact). 

The question QOw is what map, what time-table we should write 
for future consultations on these issues? 

Dermot Nally The first thing is that we must make sure 
that nothing like Chequers ever happens again. 

Armstrong (interrupting) I agree. It is better not to 
have a Summit at all than that. 

Nally What happened had grievous effects on the Taoiseach 
personally and politically. The Summit· itself in substance 
was first c*ass. But certainly we could not have a repeat 
of what happened in the aftermath. If it were to happen 
one would have to forget about everything. The 
next question is how to get to the stage that we want to get 
to. It comes back to the question which you were asking 
yourselves at the beginning of these exchanges - is it 
better to . do something or to do nothing? We have both 
moved a great distance from the idea of doing nothing. The 
truth is that a mood has been growing North and South of 
the border which if allowed to persist could lead to a 
swing towards men of violence. This is not a threat on 
our part - it is just a statement of what could happen if 
there is not hope. Therefore the question -do we go ahead 
or not-does not really arise. The Taoiseach and the 
Prime Minister- were very strongly committed to a 
con tin u a t ion 0 f the·· d i a log u e . 

Armstrong I think that approach is mirrored here. The 
only circumstances in which one would think of doing 
nothing is when that is better than anything that you can 
think of doing. Perhaps one could reach that point at 
some stage but we are not there yet. The considerations 
which led the Prime Minister to want to do something are 
still there. She doesn't yet see clearly what (could be 
done) . 

Nally We see very serious dangers in simply p\0ceeding 
along the security path without the other two areas. If 
you are inviting us in to security only then that will be 
attacked savagely. We will be accused of aiding a system 
which is suspect and in relation to which we have no real 
power. The Irish Government would be attacked as upholding 
a system which the minority do not accept. 
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Armstrong At Chequers the Secretary of State for Jlorthern 
Ireland (Hurd) seemed to be saying something like this. Are 
your remarks related to that? (Note: I thought Armstrong 
was here distancing himself from Hurd's ideas). 

Nally More or less. For example if the Government in the 
South were seen to be associated in some way with a kind of 
of "shoot to kill" policy. For example in the case of 
the Downes shooting in August. That would be disastrous -
to have responsibility but no po~er. That would wreck any 
Government in the South. 

We would therefore like the security only approach to be 
seen with the greatest suspicion. It would not work. You 
would have to have something on the legal and political side. 
And something on the security side going beyond consultation. 

David Goodall But whatever the general situation this issue 
will arise. Are you saying that the political and legal 
involvement would make this tolerable? If the Irish 
Government comes in at all then this problem is inescapable 
(i.e. the problem of involvement in security issues which 
come under criticism). Is some kind of top - dressing going 
to be enough? 

Nally The touch - stone is - will the minority be able to 
identify ~ith th~ Governnent and wi h the security system? 
There are any 'ays in ~hich one could ans~er that q uestion. 

is ar o~ our b si .ess 0 get an ans;er . At present 
a subs antial par- o~ he PO? :a ion ~o~t se he o_ice 
a d don' r s ~e: ' icia_ syst.e . ':'he question is 
can this be re'erse"? 

.y worry is a you si p_y cannot ge a one 
s ri e to a s: ation where he minority identify co mp ete:y 
with the str ct u res of he State. ii:l the involvement 
or association of the Irish Government with a range of 
activities including security in a par:ial manner be enough? 
The nationalist community in such a situation would have 
to come to see that as an improvement though it might be 
less than they would like. (Note: I think his point 
here was that at best any involvement would probably be 
progressive and there would therefore be a difficult phase 
where one would have to live with some association with 
difficult security issues) . 

Armstrong That is the task of leadership . 

\ 
Robert Andrew It is going to be difficult for you in any 
case to give full support on difficult s ecurity issues . 
At the same time you cannot pick and choose . 

Nally Is there some significance in the choice of 
examples? After all we are envisaging judges sitting 
from either jurisdication in the other. 

/ ... 



Dorr In a sense what you are sayinB (on the British side) 
proves our point. There will have to be some difficult 
political issues faced. The only way it can be done is 
as part of a substantial package where one thing balances 
out anothel'. 

Andrew But if Dublin is involved you would have to accept 
that one day something good might happen another day there 
might be a bad incident. 

~ally The Taoiseach asked me specifically to make the 
~oint that Ar~icles 2 and 3 is still on the table if the 
package is good enough. You can of course try as you are 
doing to take each piece apart. The main thing is 
that the people in Northern Ireland can have someone to 
whom the~can go and whom they can see as representing them. 
It could/m~nority politicians or it could be Dublin. 

Sean Donlon Some person or institution. 

Andrew 
Ireland? 

Other than the nationalist politicians in Northern 

Donlon That is for discussion. Let me explain. We 
had policing problems in the South recently. But they 
don't get out of hand because it is possible to contain 
them within an accepted system. When similar incidents 
happen in Northe'rn Ire land there are no a vai la b 1 e 
institutions to which the minority are ready to give their 
trust - even though in a technical sense in Northern 
Ireland you have better institutions in some respects than 
ours. For example you have a police authority and we do 
not. 

Andrew Do you see reform of institutions such as the 
Police Complaints Board as political or as a security 
measure? We have ' talked about three elements. On the 
security side we are talking about policing in relation, 
for example, to cross-border cooperation. But we would 
also see security as something wider - something which 
would include measures to make the security forces more 
acceptable. This could be something of the nature of 
liaiso~ complaints procedure etc. On the legal side 
we have identified some areas also (i.e. the judicial 
area). There is also the question of criminal law 
harmonisation. The question is what is left which would 
come under the heading of political? (excluding of course 
such areas as defence and foreign affairs Whic~ you 
accept would be left to Westminste~ and on the other hand 
devolved issues). It seems to me that there would not be 
much left in the middle as "political". This is why I 
am wondering if some of the things that I would see as 

.' .t sectirity - such as for example measures to make the 
security forces more acceptable - would for you come under 
the definition of "political"? 

/ ... 



Donlon What is missing is a framework within which all 
of this would operate - a framework which would enable 
both sections of the community to give their allegiance 
to the political system. If it is possible to find a 
framework either through devolution or through involvement 
of Dublin or through a combination of both then I suspect 
one would have to do relatively little tinkering with 
the existing institutions in other respects - they could 
easily be made acceptable. 

Andl'ew We talked of a Security Commission at Chequers. 
~!y Secretary of State (Hurd) touched on the idea of 
calling it a Security and Legal Commission-perhaps with 
a different name. Would you see possibilities in that? 
Or are we looking at a wholly new area? ~ote: Andrew's 
point in these exchanges was to ask whether a broadened 
definition of the work of the Security Commission would 
meet us by extending a good way into the kind of thing 
which we have identified as political]. 

Nally There was a very strong vocal reaction to Chequers 
in the South. Some people simply said "take our soldiers 
away from the border". One might describe it as a 
nuclear fall-out. 
Andrew 
Yet if you talk about alienation 
referring to security? (Note: 
to get at what we wanted in the 
beyond the area of security). 

, 

then you largely are 
He was still trying 

political field extending 

Goodall After all even Fr. Faul~if I may quote him)said 
recently that what the minority want is not the end of 
the border but justice. Is it possible that the kind 
of measures we are talking about could sufficiently change 
the perception of the security system? 

-
Andrew Suppose.we could devise changes to make the 
polic~ the army aid the legal ~ystem acceptable and fair 
to the minority would you still be looking for something 
more? 

Donlon Yes, we would. I am sorry if I'm too blunt in 
saying that. The reason, however, is that what we are 
looking for, seen from another viewpoint, would be a way 
of helping you to achieve a system whi:h would be acceptable 
and fair to the minority. 

Lillis May I recall one of the criteria we set at 
the outset - that whatever is done should be ~urable. 
This is why we are talking about doing something 
involving a considerable political risk .. We want something 
which would last even if there were a change of Government -
on· either side. We want what one might call a certain 
"finality". 
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We are entitled I think to put the question to you about 
what you want to see. Mr Hurd seemed not to be so 
ambi tious. We must look for new structures which would have 
the kind of "ce)~tj_ flcation" from our people as something 
which would last for a generation or more. No doubt 
something piecemeal would be advantageous in itself but 
it would not be enough. It is necessary to have some 
sense of the recent history. The handling of the hunger 
strike, whatever you might think about it, crystallised 
"alienation" on the part of the minority. There are 
also other events which we can now see as turning points. 
In a similar way I have to say that it is quite probable 
that the aftermath of the Chequers Summit has now become 
a historical reality. It is in a sense a turning point 
and therefore it has changed the problem. We must of 
course find a way to address this. 

What I mean is that there was a presentation by your side 
(after the Summit) which brought right into the centre of 
public debate the difference between "consultation" and 
some more decisive role. This is precisely the issue 
which before Chequers we knew we had to get through. 
It was always a difficult issue for us. Even Mrs Thatcher 
recognised this. Now the effect (of Hurd's Belfast Press 
Conference) is that in the discussions ahead we will have 
to focus particularly on this issue. Similarly the 
recent "snoot to kill" incident where two armed provisionals 
were shot dead in Derry - the kind of issue which would 
always be difficult for us - has suddenly become part of 
the political debate. It is linked with the issue which 
has now become public of what consultation would mean. 

Armstrong I draw two reflections from our discussion 
s 0 far. .( Cl) _ I t doe s nIt he 1 p you i f wet a 1 k 0 f w rap pin g 
up security and legal issues together. It would suit 
you better to have the two areas separable so as to 
increase the weight of anything that may be done. 
(b) This arises r~om something Noel Dorr said at an 
earlier stage in talking about a package - there has It . 
to be a balance of risk and commitment! We could have 
balance at different levels. We have been talking about 
balance at a fairly profound level (i.e. before Chequers) 
the question is should we go on talking like this? You 
say with the authority of the Taoiseach that the "big 
throw" is still there. Whether there is anything that 
is balance at the shallower level is an interesting 
ques[on. However, we may not want to go into that at 
the moment if we are to keep our eye on the ball. 

Dorr [r spoke on this point but do not have a 'hote of 
what I said). 

/ ... 
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~.ll y The Ta 0 i s e <l c h is very much e n gag c <1 ill the idea 
of the deeper level. lIe believes whatevel~ is done has 
to be made durable and that requil'es a l'eferendum. 

Goodall Has it got deeper since Chequers? (i. e. Do 
you need more on your side). 

Armstrong It could be more difficult. At Chequers the 
Taoiseach talked about the difference between Itconsultationslt 
and Itgenuine consultati.on lt . That seemed to me to be 
irnportant. I It should be possible to devise . for~ulae 
to cover that difference. Have we been talking about 
something which has more appearance that reality? (i.e. the 
difference between the two concepts). 

Dorr There is a general point. It seems to me that 
on your side you have said you cannot accept joint 
authority but you have, in a sense, Itgot away with it lt 
by arguing that to give Dublin a role going beyond 
consultation on any issue is tantamount to joint authority. 

Armstrong (Thinking aloud). I suppose we would want 
to say that the British Government cannot be made to do 
something which it doesn't want to'do. Could we envisage 
beyond this a situation where Dublin could stop us doing 
something that we do want to do? 

Lillis For example in the nomination of judges to the 
Courts North and South under the arrangements we envisaged. 

Dorr This almost by definition would have to be done 
by agreement of the tHO Governments. [Since the southern 
judge or judges would be nominated to sit on a Northern 
Co u r tan d vie eve r s a) . . : 

Andrew If one ~Doks to reta~n the "pure milk" of the 
doctrine of sovereignty I would have to say that a~y 
kind of veto is out. 

Armstr~ng (disagreeing some~hat) But are we talking about 
the "pure milk"? A sovereign Government can bind itself 
to do ~ertain things only by agreement of another Goverhment. 
This is where you come down to specifics. Could one ~ 
perhap~ devise a procedure ~hereby sovereignty as such is 
unimpa~red but there was inJolvement of another Government 
in the process of getting decisions (which would be taken 
b y the s 0 v ere i g n aut h 0 r i t Y ) ./ , 1 I ' I \ :' 

1 1 I . , I '/ 
I 1 I " I I! 

Dorr Are you talking for example about the possibility 
that e ch of the two Governments would be able to nomihate 
a certain number of members of a police authority which 

I I I 

would then be appointed by the Secretary of State? 
'I ! 

l 
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Andrew (Misunderstanding slightly). Certainly if there 
\-lere 20 cases where the Irish Government objected to 
particular appointments to the Police Authority it would 
be inconceivable that the Secretary of State would over­
ride in each one of these cases. 

Dorr It seems to me that in earlier discussions you 
first ruled out "joint sovereignty". You then extended 
this to "joint authority" which you said is tantamount 
to joint sovereignty. You then extended this in turn 
to allowing the South a decisive " voice on any point saying 
always that this amounted to "joint authority". Now 
you seem to be going even further and saying that there 
can be no dilution of sovereignty although in fact in many 
respects (treaties, EEC, etc) pure sovereignty is frequently 
diluted. 

Armstrong (Considering) Yes, because of the Unionists ... 

Dorr But remember we are talking about reassuring them 
through change in Articles 2 and 3. 

Lillis We were talking in our discussions before Chequers 
of including (in whatever might be agreed between the 
Governments) a commitment to make it ' work and to reach 
agreement. This has now been damaged. The focus would 
now be very much on the question of consultation and what 
exactly it means: Would it simply mean being told five 
minutes beforehand that something like Operation Motorman 
was underway? Of course, to be fair this was always 
likely to be a problem but it is made more difficult now. 

Andrew I can see the difficulty. It's even more true 
in the case of-so-called "shoot to kill" situations. 
In such cases the Secretary of State cannot exercise control 
himself. There has to be a process of enquiry after the 
event. That ~ould.create great difficulty for yoy if you 
were in any way as~ociated with ~ it. ~ndrew here and 
elsewhere was stressing how difficult politically it would 
be for the South to be involved and to take flak on such 
issues]. 

Dorr In a sense you are making the argument for us. It 
is precisely for this kind of reason that we must ensure 
that . there is a substantial overall package. What we 
must do is ensure that the situation into which such 
an incident falls is such that it does not increase 
alienation further. The political situation must be 
one in which the minority recognise themselves and with 
which they identify. 

Andrew But are there areas other than security? 

Nally There is, for exa mple, the whole question of 
agriculture in the EEC. 

/ ... 
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Lillis There are issues of identity in ' the broad sense. 
\ ... :~j/L __ i~,.~in2.,ee/d e..e-&~~y"-'}..Jt~j .Jluestion. (He went on to 

..e..J,. r e fer' t 0 ~ dfci: d t a s tin et and 0 the rid e n tit Y - t Y P e i s sue s ) . 

Dorr (to Andrew) I think you are overlooking something. 
You seemed to be puzzled about what areas other than 
security in the broadest sense the South might be involved 
in. You have said, as we do, that defence and foreign 
affairs are out. But there is the whole area which in 
the best case would fall to a devolved administration in 
Northern Ireland. You seem to be assuming that devolution has occurrec 
on a satisfactory basis and then naturally there seems 
to be little left in the middle. 

Andrew Yes, well of course I am envisaging devolution. 
If there were not devolution we feel that any arrangements 
for consultation would be overwhelmed by the mass of 
detail. 

Dorr But would that necessarily happen? At present 
a number of issues are handled in a routine way and only 
the politically sensitive ones- which could of course 
be something as simple as dust-bins - come to Ministerial 
level for decision. One could imagine consultation with 
the South at that stage so that it might not be necessary 
on our side to mirror your bureaucratic structures in 
detail. 

Lillis The Taoiseach however does envisage something 
such as this (i.e. there would be some more substantial 
bureaucratic involvement by the South). 

To some extent we have been frequently embarrassed on our 
side to go back too much into history. However, one must 
realise that the nationalists in Northern Ireland feel 
themselves th~ same people as us. They feel that they 
have been corralleq·within Northern Ireland. At Chequers 
Mrs Thatcher seemed to have a v~ry encouraging concern 
for their security but no sense of this point. 

Andrew It seems to me that if the South were to be involved 
two issues would arise. The first is what would be the 
s~e of the involvement? There seem to be three main 
areas under this heading (i) security in the widest sense 
(ii)· legal issues in the widest sense (iii) identity issues 
in the widest sense. Are these the areas? 

Lillis We have said that we acknowledge th~ Britishness 
of the unionists. Part of the reality is the\aspiration 
of the nationalists. 

Andrew (continuing) 
of the involvement. 

The second issue would be the depth 

Dorr But what about devolution? 
\ 

r •• 
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Andrew I was leaving it aside for the ~oment. 

Dorr But can you? I mean the degree and scope of Dublin's 
involvement would have to be taken in conjunction with the 
extent to which devolution and power-sharing had been 
achieved. 

Andre\-I In a sense that comes under the question of "identity"? 

Dorr Of course it depends on ~ow you define identity -
whether it is the very broad question of identification with 
the system or "'hat I mighL call "identity-type" issues such 
as flags and emblems etc. 

Donlon Some areas of course in the matter of identity 
are not a problem. For example, passports. It is quite 
common for nationalists in Northern Ireland to travel on 
Irish passports and for some reason you seem to raise no 
problem about this. Thus, the whole passport issue is not 
a problem. 

Lillis The question you (Andrew) are asking is what is the 
minimum gap between issues which would be devolved on the 
one hand and issues which would remain with the British 
Government (defence and foreign affiirs) on the other. You 
are talking about security, human rights issues and identity. 
If there -is not devolved Government of course .... 

Andrew If there is not devolved Government then there is 
a greater need for the Irish dimension. In regard to the 
question of the depth of involvement which I raised a 
moment ago - we have said we could not accept joint 
authority but at most "consultation". \Vere you (Lillis) 
saying that this issue has changed completely since the 
Chequers Summit? 

-
Nally I would like to offer this idea just tentatively 
and personally. Suppose you selected certain broad areas 
where an Irish Minister and a British Minister would 
jointly make recommendations to the Secretary of State-
in regard to appointments etc but it would be the 
Secretary of State who performed the act of appointing. 
Would that kind of approach work? 

Dorr There is probably a more basic question. Could 
you conceive of identifying a certain number of issues on 
which the agreement of both Governments would be required 
and spelling those out separately from the general provisions 
on a consultative role for Dublin? To take just ~ne example for the 
moment - nominations to the mixed courts. 
Goodall Of course where there true reciprocity 
there would be no difficulty in providing that certain 
matters would have to be decided by agreement between the 
Governments (and thus allowing a veto to either). The 
difficulty arises where there is not reciprocity. 

/ ... 
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Dorr But is that correct? There is a distinction 
between matters which are done in cooperation by both 
Governments and issues where there is reciprocity. In 
the latter case you mirror on one side what is being done 
on the other. If you are saying that it would be possible 
to give Dublin a decisive voice where there is reciprocity 
then you have already moved away from the problem of 
"dilution of sovereignty". What you are now talking about 
is a political "deal" or bargain which does involve 
dilution of sovereignty but where this is accepted because 
there is agreement to do something on the other side. 

Nally Within the EEC there have been so many infringements 
of sovereignty. This is all for a particular purpose 
(i.e. the aims of the EEC). We are here talking about 
doing somethinft for another purpose ... 

t .r:;-l'-'--~ ~ :-v-v-.1b): 
Lillis A I might mention that at a personal level the 
Taoiseach's own preferred solution would probably be ~(~ 
a Federal/Confederal arrangement in Ireland: (J;:Y"'- <--<:.~ c...c .... ~7R..N'':) 

~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~-.X..- ~~ '--cr~"'-u...v .~~-t ~Uo--J~ ~ ~ Lv"'7~L b~ • 

Andrew I don't think we should build too much on the 
concept of the mixed court. (Note: I understood him 
to be saying that there might be some difficulties about 
this). ' 

Donlon Since the purpose of our present talks is to 
clear the groun~ between us could I come back to the 
practical level. Where are you now with your talks 
with the political parties in Northern Ireland? 

Andrew The Secretary of State (Hurd) already has held 
preliminary talks and is now holding more substantive 
t a I k s wit h t h e~ par t y I ea d er s . He has em p has i sed the 
importance of coming up with ideas for devolved 
Government which could be agreed across the community. 
All sides hav~ agre~d to the talks though where and with 
what result remains to be seen. ~ 

There is of course the second dimension - the Report . 
Co mm ittee of the Asse mbly. The Committee has already 
prepared a prel: minary report on how to strengthen the 
powers o[ the Assembly. It is now going on to consider 
the ain issue of devolved Government. However, as 
the SDLP are not taking part in the As,embly I would not 
be very sanguine about their report. The SDLP for their 
part are inclined to say that they do not know what they 
can accept in regard to devolved Government until they 
know what the Irish Government involvement wit~in Northern 
Ireland would be. Before Chequers they said they had 
to wait for the Summit to show this. No~ they say they 
have to wait for another Summit. At some point Mr Hurd 
has to judge the bottom lines and put forward perhaps 
some propositions of his own. What will they be - I don't 
know yet. They will become meshed in whatever happens 
at the next Summit. 

/ ... 
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Goodall Is the thrust of what you (on the Irish side) 
are saying here that in the aftermath of Chequers the 
political price has gone up? 

Donlon Although we have stressed it do not on the other 
hand over-estimate the impact of Chequers. To some extent 
it has been over-taken by what Mrs Thatcher said en marge 
of the Dublin Summit. Before Chequers we were talking 
about a "deeper package" but we had not reached the point 
of being satisfied with the balance. 

I 

Lillis Speaking personally I would say that the answer 
to your (Goodall's) question is yes. Of course there has 
not yet been full political deliberation on our side. We 
came here essentially to hear what you had to say as you 
came to hear what we had to say. Before Chequers we had 
some chance to construct a kind of process on the 
consul ta tion issues and find some compromise formula. Now 
this is more difficult. 

Armstrong Yes, before Chequers we talked largely 
generalities on the question of consultation. In preparing 
a paper for Chequers we came down to "the hard stuff'~we 
must now get back to that. It wilL be very difficult. 
The Taoiseach did say however that for him the difference 
between '.'consultation" and "genuine consultation" was the 
kernel. 

Donlon/Lillis TEoth demurred. 
really talked or-thi~ 

The Taoiseach had not 

Armstrong [Joked a little about the subtle difference 
between the t~o concepts) 

Dorr (Joking) It is like the double yellow line in Dublin 
which means no parking "at all at all". 

/ 

Goodall Of course this is very difficult. We are looking 
at the question iri the immediate aftermath of Chequers. and 
you have made the point that it has created difficulties 
that an executive role in decision-making was ruled out 
publicly (by Hurd). But it was quite inevitable in any 
case that that would be a controversial issue whenever it 
became public. 

Dorr But it would be a wholly different matter if it 
were presented as part of a balanced package and sold as 
such at a later date. 

\ 
Goodall Well Yes, but.... The question is now are we 
going down the road of a solution based on "genuine 
consultation- but no more~? Is this a profitable road? 
or ·not? We should know this now in order to s\ve months 
more of discussion in regard to"joint authority: I can't 

I ... 
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see a real prospect of wide involvement in decision-making. 
It would be 3 recipe for disaster to have another Summit 
if this kind of issue is not clarified in advance. There 
could be a small spectrum of things which would have to be 
decided by agreement between the two Governments but I must 
emphasise that it would be a small spectrum. For the rest 
it would be a matter of "genuine consultation". 

Lillis It is interesting to reflect on the unionist 
reaction to the Chequers Summit. It was triumphalist. 
But they did not seem to raise any objection to the idea 
of a consultative role for Dublin. There was a perception 
that Mrs Thatcher had routed the Taoiseach. But there was 
no negative reaction to what emerged - indeed there was 
a kind of crowing by Harold McCusker for example. He said 
that he had expected a parliamentary tier to emerge and could 
have lived with that. This shows that we may be over-
estimating the unwillingness of the unionist to contemplate 
certain changes. 

Andrew Of course the triumphalist character of their 
reaction relates to the negative aspects of the Summit as 
they saw them. 

Nally (answering Goodall's point) My personal feeling 
is that the presentation of things could be damaged if you 
were to select c~rtain areas where there would be a 
decisive role and leave others as a matter of genuine 
consultation. 

Armstrong You would rather think of keeping the whole lot 
together on the same basis? 

Nally Yes - of course that is a personal reaction. 

Andrew It s~ems to me that the scope of Dublin's 
involvement is something that could probably be managed. 
It is something on which we could possibly reach some kind 
of broad agreement. The nature of that involvement however 
is a different matter. Our Ministers are not in the 
business of anything going beyond consultation as we have 
described it. If that is seen on the Irish side as not 
enough then we are in major difficulties. In that case 
we would probably not want to have anot~er Summit. 

Armstrong Certainly the next Summit will have to be more 
"pre-cooked" than Chequers. I would go so far myself as 
to hope that there would not be a Summit unles\ we could 
be sure of the outcome. 

* 
We were looking at Chequers for a demonstration of the 
political will to go on. This has since become overladen 
with other things. However the will to go on does seem to 
be there. We were dealing wit,j generalities for so long. 
However it is when you look at \details that the reservations 

/ ... 
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begin to appear. The question is - does she know what . 
consultation means? (??) 

Andrew She may not. It is a dilution of pure sovereignty(??) 

Armstron g We certainly need some har d thinking on our side. 
We have to see if there is something which satisfies the 
"pure milk" of sovereignty so that the Prime Minister can 
turn to her constituencies and s~y "there you are-there is 
no substantial change" and at the same time allow the 
Taoiseach to say to his constituencies what has been 
achieved. 

Dorr One does need some sense of the historical dimension 
and depth of the issues if one is really to address it. 
The Government and the Taoiseach on our side do have a sense 
of trying to find a way together to address this problem 
which we both inherit. One must ask whether she has -, 
some sense of this kind? To say that she wants to be able 
to say to 'her constituencies that after all nothing has 
changed raises a question about this. 

Armstrong She does feel that what the unionists did in 
Northern Ireland was inexcusable. What she could accept 
would be some way of saying to the unionists that nothing 
has changed - what has been done is entirely done for the 
nationalists~ ~ote: Armstrong was here referring to the 
idea that the unionists could be told that nothing would 
change for them and that they should not therefore object 
if something was being done to make the nationalists feel 
more at home]. . 

Lillis Yes, I -can see the point but from our viewpoint the 
Taoiseach's own approach has always involved reaching out 
to the unionis~s. The approach you are talking about 
would involve "adding on" somet~ing (leaving the unionists 
unchanged). Of course in a sen~e a referendum would 
mean reaching out to them. 

Armstrong I don't really know what specifically my approach 
would be. I am groping for something. I am looking for 
something which would not threaten the unionists as such 
(while doing something for the nationalists). 

Lillis I would want to add an adverb here - something 
such as "unreasonably". That is to say something which 
would not threaten the unionists unreasonably. 

\ -
trhis led into some discussion of Sunningdale and 
had failed in which the undersigned ~articipated. 
not however have notes on this pointJ' 

why it 
I do 

Lillis I can say off-the-record that there would be 
nothing but grief for the South in involving itself in a 
role in Government in Northern [reland. It is only 
because. our Government feels it is necessary to address 

* [This is what I have in my notes but it seems to me a little odd that 
* Armstrong and Andrew spoke in this way at this point]. / .•• 

~------------------------------------------------------------~-------------
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the problem that they would be ready to take this risk. 
There has been a big change in the feeling of the nationlist 

' population since 1974. 

Andrew The key issue is whether the scheme we were talking 
about before Chequers would cut enough ice with th~ 
minority to bring radical change in their attitude? The 
other point is would it produce a reaction from the 
unionists? 

Armstrong (demurring somewhat from Andrew~s formulation) 
You are talking about something static. A great deal 
would depend on the reactions of the SDLP and of the 
Irish Government to it. This in turn would change the 
situation. We are talking about creating a situation 
where perceptions and substance would be related. It would 
not be a static situation. 

Nally One point which should be clear is that the SDLP 
and the Irish Government would both have to give support 
to it. The situation to be created must be such as to 
allow both to face up to the consequences. 

Dorr (to Andrew) You asked just now if the scheme we 
were talking about before Chequers would cut enough ice 
wi th the .minori ty to bring radical change. A first 
point here is th,e "we". Do you mean what Y£Y were 
talking about or what we were talking about before Chequers? 
I assume you mean wha~you were talking about on your side? ,..--

If indeed you question whether it would "cut enough ice with 
the minority to bring radical change" then what are the 
consequences of that? Does it not suggest that you need 
something deep~r to deal with the situation? 

Andrew This was onti¥c ta question on my part. There is 
of course the-poin~/a ~ampaign in a referendum and the 
things said and done would affe~t the issue. 

Lillis The Taoiseach gives very high priority to not 
making difficulties for you in such a campaign. Therefore 
what would be done should be self-evidently sufficient. 

Armstrong I might try to summarise what is emerging from 
our .discussion this morning. It appears that we face some 
hard choices between doing something inadequate, doing 
nothing, doing something substantial etc. 

We will all want to reflect on the talks this ~orning. 
What I take away from them is something as follows. 

The Taoiseach is still in business for action at a deeper 
level without minimising the difficulties of that. This 
is said without excluding the possibility that we might 
want to come back to the shallower level at some point. 
But you do not see that this w~u~d at present have much 

/ ... 
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attraction for the Irish Government. Action at the 
s ha 11 owe r 1 eve 1 (p res Ulna b 1 Y the kill d 0 f t h i n 8 the Br i t ish 
side has been outlining) would have the objection that it 
would be said that the Irish Government were Mr Hurd's ~ 

The British Government's - poodle in doing security in 
Northern Ireland. 

We have not had much discussion of the legal area except that 
we know that certain practical problems would arise and 
there would be questions in regard to the number of 
judges [i.e. the issue raised some time ago by the NIO about 
the inadequate pool from which to draw judges in Northern 
L' e 1 and] and per h a p s the at tit u des 0 f so me 0 f the j u d i cia r y . 
These things might or might not change if a package were 
in question. 

We have talked in regard to the political side of the issue. 
It is very difficult to sum this up. We could say however 
that the eye of the needle has got smaller. How much 
smaller we can only see when we try to thread the bit of 
cotton through it. (Note: i.e. the aftermath of Chequers 
has made things a bit more difficult). I think that 
things now are best not worked out through generalisations 
but through specifics. The question is how to preserve 
whatever is meant in people's minds by "sovereignty", which 
I suppose is an attitudinal question, while ensuring that 
the nationalist community have someone they trust to speak 
for them. " Some kind of process would be involved. 

We have to go away and come back with some hard thoughts 
on these issues. We have no sense yet of what Ministers 
will and will not accept. I don't think we want to 
talk again (in the Armstrong/Nally framework) until we 
have a piece of paper which we can be reasonably 
confident that - our Ministers (he actually said some 
Ministers) will accept. Obviously we are thinking about 
it and we wilL continue to do so. I do not know whether 
there is anything there that wo~ld meet what your 
Ministers and what our Ministers want but the only way 
forward seems to me to be to look at the specifics. 

We shall of course have no Prime Minister today after 
4 p.m. (Mrs Thatcher is leaving for Peking). We will 
want to get down to it however as soon as possible after 
Christmas. The Foreign Secretary Sir Geoffrey Howe is 
taking a very close and to my mind a very constructive 
interest in the whole thing. I feel we should get 
together around the third week in January. I hope that 
we could do so with something on the security ~ide and 
something on this side (i.e. the political area~. 

Goodall Sir Geoffrey Howe will not be back until the 
week of 14th January. That week would be the earliest 
we could have a Ministerial meeting on our side. 

Nally We have a budget on the 30th January. , 
After some brief discussion of possibilities it was agreed 
to block off tentatively Monday, 21st January for another 
possible Armstrong/Nally meeting. This is however only I ... 
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a tentative date at this stage and is subject to the points 
just made by Armstrong about the need to clarify positions 
in advance. 

Nally I agree totally with what you have said Robert 
(Armstrong) in regard to the parameters. Sovereignty 
must be respected; and at the same time there must be 
something to meet the position of the nationalists. 

I think we should look at options. We could try to consider 
the hypothesis (a) that there would be devolved Government 
and (b) that there would not be devolved Government. We 
need to describe a process and get away from generalisations. 

At this point (approximately 1.15 p.m.) the meeting ended 
and the participants adjourned for lunch at Brooks's Club. 
There was little additional discussion of substance at 
lunch. However, the final comments of Robert Armstrong 
and Dermot Nally at the meeting were confirmed in the 
sense that there is now a general understanding that both 
sides will go away, think things out, and possibly put 
down their ideas in writing for Ministers on their own side 
to consider. There would be a preference for specifics 
rather than generalities; and ideas might be organised on 
the basis of (~) a deeper option (invol~ing constitutional 
change) and (b) a shallower option (not involving 
constitutional change). Both options would be considered 
in the light of ~ach of the two hypothes s mentioned above 
i.e. on the hypothesis of devolved Government and on the 
hypothesis that there would be no devolved Government. 

The approach however is entirely a matter for each side 
to consider internally on its own side - it is simply that 
this kind of rramework and the idea of trying to put 
specifics down on paper for consideration and possibly 
clearance by Ministers as a separate process on both sides 
seemsto commend its€lf to both sides. The hope is that 
this process by ea~h side would ' lead to a common wish to 
have another Armstrong/Nally meeting about 21st January 
to assess where things stood. 

~. 
N.D. 
17th December 1984 
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