
I

Prime M i n i s t e r 


 have been t h i n k i n g f u r t h e r about Dub l i n a f t e r our t a l k 

yesterday evening. I t h i n k the important p o i n t s are as f o l l o w s : 

1. I hope you w i l l begin and end your statement w i t h 

f i r m c o n v i c t i o n and b e l i e f i n the f u t u r e value of the Community 

not only f o r i t s Members but f o r the Western World at l a r g e . 

2. You w i l l o bviously be as f i r m as f i r m can be on the absolute 

n e c e s s i t y of an a l t e r a t i o n of major proportions - indeed broad 

balance - of our net c o n t r i b u t i o n . This need not take too long to say. 

3 . I hope you w i l l make much of the assurance given by the 

Community as a whole to us i n our n e g o t i a t i o n s . The moment of 

t r u t h has now come and the Community must f i n d a s o l u t i o n . 

Otherwise i t runs very grave r i s k s indeed. I hope you w i l l put 

a greater accent, and t h e r e f o r e s t e e r the argument on to what would 

be a reasonable c o n t r i b u t i o n by the UK r a t h e r than on how much we 

need to get back from our present c o n t r i b u t i o n . I suggest you do 


" not throw away the MCA argument as e a s i l y as your d r a f t speech proposes, 

but go on to say t h a t while i t would not be unreasonable f o r us to pay 

net £100 m i l l i o n or so i t c e r t a i n l y cannot be reasonable t h a t we pay as 

much or more than Germany and many times more than France. You would 

then use the b a t t l e ground of f i g u r e s r a t h e r than mechanism which I 

b e l i e v e would be more embarrassing f o r the others and rewarding f o r you. 

4. You c l e a r l y w i l l not get anything l i k e as f a r as you need at 

Du b l i n . The Community has never been renowned f o r t a k i n g unpleasant 

d e c i s i o n s (which t n i s of course i s f o r a l l our partners) without 

long"wrangling. I hope th a t i f you make i t c l e a r t h a t by not 


J meeting your p o i n t the Community i s running r i s k s of c r i s i s 

J p r o p o r t i o n t h a t e i t h e r the Presidency or some other Heaa~of 

J Government w i l l suggest a f u r t h e r meeting. I t would be b e t t e r 

from our poi n t of view i f t h i s came from someone e l s e but f a i l i n g 

t h a t thenT^Jnope t h a t you wi 11 . ^ 

5 . I do hope you won't worry too much about "the cards i n your 

hand"; although each of the p o s s i b i l i t i e s mentioned i n the paper 

which you commissioned d i d not i n themselves mean much there i s 

no doubt t h a t a major country l i k e us can i f we wish d i s r u p t 

the Uommum Ly. 

6. Now i s not the time to take any d e c i s i o n about what a c t i o n we 

should take i f n e i t h e r D u b l i n nor the next meeting gives you what 

you need. But as I w i l l i n a n p r o b a b i l i t y be'far away by then 


/I would j u s t 
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I would j u s t l i k e to say t h a t I hope th a t vou w i l l make the 

punishment f i  t the crime and vou fHav u l t i m a t e l y need~"ErwTETTmri d 

paymen^sT But e q u a l l y we would do w e l l to shame them even more i  f 

in~-o-n^or two other areas of Community l i f  e we gave an earnest of 

our b e l i e f i n the need f o r the cohesion of the Community and i t s 

i n f l u e n c e . This a l s o would apply to " p o l i t i c a l co-operation". 

I am copying t h i s minute to Peter C a r r i n g t o n and Robert Armstrong. 
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