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1, ROS (ARGENTINA) SAW THE SECRETARY~GENERAL LATE THIS EVEN ING
(18 MAY). PEREZ DE CUELLAR SUMMONED ME IMMEDIATELY AFTERWARDS,
HE SAID THAT ROS HAD GIVEN HIM A DOCUMENT CONTAINING ARGENTINE
"'IDEAS AND VIEWS’® To BRIDGE THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN US, DE
SOTO THEN DESCRIBED THESE. THEY ¥ERE A MIXTURE OF REQUESTS FoR
CLARIF ICATION, RE-STATEMENT OF KNOWN ARGENTINE POSITIONS AND

INTRODUCTION OF NEW POINTS. | UNDERTOOK TO REPORT THESE To
YoUu BUT MADE IT CLEAR THAT THEY COULD ONLY BE |INTERPRETED AS A .

REJECTION OF OUR DRAFT AGREEMENT. !T WAS LEFT THAT | WOULD LET

PEREZ DE CUELLAR HAVE YQUR FORMAL REACTION THIS MORNING (19 MAY)
AND THAT HE AND | WOULD THEN DISCUSS WHAT WQULD HAPPEN HERE

FOLLOWING THE BREAKDOWN OF HIS INITIATIVE,

DETAIL.

' 2. AFTER REPEATED DELAYS R0S (ARGENTINA) SAW THE SECRETARY-GENERAL

AT 1901507 TONIGHT. THE SECRETARY-GENERAL SUMMONED ME IMMEDIATELY |

AFTERWARDS AT 1903152, PEREZ DE CUELLAR SAID THAT ROS HAD GIVEN
HIM A LONG DOCUMENT IN SPANISH WHICH HE HAD DESCRIRED AS
ARGENTINE '"’IDEAS AND VIEWS IH ORDER TO BRIDGE THE DIFFERENCES
" BETWEEN THE PARTIES'’. ROS MAD STRESSED THAT THESE WERE NOT
ARGENTINA'S FINAL [IDEAS, AND PURFORTED To BELIEVE THAT QUR

DRAFT AGREEMENT HAD NOT REFRESENTED OUR FINAL IDEAS. IN RESPOKSE
To MY QUESTION, PEREZ DE CUELLAR CONF IRMED THAT HE HAD (HAD) ToLD

ROS YESTERDAY THAT OQUR DRAFT REPRESENTED QUR FINAL POSITION,

3. DE SOTO THEN SUMMARISED THE MAIN POINTS OF DIFFERENCE WHICH
EMERGED FROM COMPARISON OF OUR DRAFT AGREEMENT AND THE
ARGENTINE PAPER. (PEREZ DE CUELLAR DID NOT GIVE A COPY OF THE
ARGERTINE PAFER TONIGHT BUT PROMISED ME A TRANSLATION TOMORROW).
THEY WERE AS FoLLows,

(2) THE ARGEMTINES SAID THAT THEY VERE NOT CLEAR ABQUT WHAT WE
- MEANT BY "' IN CONSULTATION VITH®® IN ARTICLE ~(=




FERNMT DY *TIN CONSULTATION YITH'® IN ARTICLE 7~(3). DID IT MEAM
THAT THE OPIKIn% OF THE COUNCILS wpULD BE BINDING oN THE
LD 1% ISTRATORS OR NOT? IF THE ANZVER WAS NOT, THAT WQULD Havc IT
EASIER FOR THE ARGENTIHES TO ACCEFT THE AGREENENT, | REPLIED THAT.
THE ARGENTINES MUST KNOW PERFECTLY WELL WHAT WE MEANT:s THEY WERE
AS FAMILIAR AS | WAS WITH THE SYSTEM OF GOVERNMENT IN THE FALKLANDS,
(B) THEY DID NOT LIKE THE REFERENCES To ARTICLE 73 OF THE CHARTER,
(C) TAEY WERE PREPARED TO CHANGE THE DATE IN ARTICLE & TO 30 JWIE
1963 BUT REQUIRED A PROVISION THAT IF kD AGREEMENT HAD BEEK REACHED
BY THEN THE GKONERAL ASSEPBLY WoULD INTERVENE IN ORDER To ESTARLISH
GUIDELIMES WHICH WOULD BE FOLLOWED RY THE PARTIES THEREAFTER, THEY
'NEEDED A MECHANISM TO ENSURE THAT THE NEGOTIATIONS DID NoT
CONTINUE FOR EVER,
(D) THEY WANTED THE DEPENDENCIES IHCLUDED,
(E) THEY WANTED A REFERENCE To THE RELEVANT GA RESoLUTloﬂs IN THE
PREAMBLE IF POSSIBLE AND N ANY CASE IN THE TERMS OF REFERENCE
FOR THE NEGOTIATIONS (I1.E. ARTICLE 8).
“(F) THEY SUGGESTED THAT IN THE NECOTIATIONS THE SECRETARY=GENERAL
| SHOULD **RESORT T0** A FOUR STATE CONTACT GROUP, Two STATES BEING
| NOMINATED BY EACH PARTY, YWITH EACH PARTY HAVING THE RIGHT To VETo
ONE OF THE TwO STATES PROPOSED BY THE OTHER,
(G) ON WITHDRAWAL, THEY PROPOSED A VERY GENERAL CLAUSE WHICH
WOULD PROVIDE FOR COMPLETE WITHDRAWAL AND RETURN TO NORMAL AREAS

OF OPERATIONS WITHIN 30 DAYS,
(H) THERE WAS ALSO A POINT ABJUT COMMUNICATIONS AND ACCESS TO THE

ISLANDS FOR THE NATIOXALS OF BOTH PARTIES DURING THE INTERIM PERIQD,

" 1l RESPONSE TQ MY QUESTION DE SOTO SAID THAT THE ARGENTINES HAD
. K0T SAID ANYTING ABOUT THE NEED FOR AN EFFECTIVE METHOD TO ENSURE
KOK-RE INTRODUCTION OF FORCES (ARTICLE &(4)).

&, | SAID THAT | WOULD TRANSMIT ALL THIS TO YOU AND LET PEREZ DE
-CUELLAR HAVE A FORMAL REACTION THIS MORNING (19 MAY), BUT |
COULD SAY STRAIGHT AWAY THAT YOU WOULD CONSIDER THIS ARGENTINE

RESPONSE AS COMPLETELY UNSATISFACTORY, IT DID KOT CONSTITUTE A
CLEAR REPLY TO OUR DRAFT AGREEMENT. IT CONTAINED MANY POINTS WHICH

THE ARGENTINES KHEW THAT VE CQULD NOT ACCEFT. AND IT INTRODUCED
MEW POINTS WHICH WERE EQUALLY UNACCEPTAERLE. YOU WoULD OKLY BE ABLE

To DRAW THE CONCLUSION THAT THE ARGENTINES WERE PLAYIKNG FOR TIME:
THEIR RESPONSE VAS A RECIPE FOR DISAGREEMENT AND ENDLESSLY
PROTRACTED NEGOTIATIONS, | HAD SADE CLEAR YESTERDAY (17 MAY) THAT

ARY SUCH PESFONSE WOULD BE INTERPRETEN BY HMG AS REJECTIGN OF OUR
FROFPOSALS.,

5, FEREZ DE CUELLAR DID %nT DISEUISE HIS DEEP DISAPPOINTHENT AT THE
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. FEREZ DE CUELLAR DID NOT DISGUISE HIS DEEP DISAPPOINTHENT AT THE
ARGENTINE REPLY, HE SAID THAT HE HAD TOLD ROS THAT HE WAS INTROIUT I
NEY ELEMENTS ARD TRYINS To START % KEW NEGOTIATING PROCESS. HE HAD
REPEATED THAT FOR THE UK AND FOR #IM HIMSELF, WEDNESDAY VAS THE
DECISIVE DAY, ROS HAD MERELY REPEATED THAT THE ARGENTINE PAPER VA3
N)T THEIR FIHAL POSITION,

€, WE HAD A LITTLE DISCUSSION ABOUT WHAT WOULD HAFPEM MNEXT, AT ONE
POINT, I SAID THAT IT SEEMED TO ME THAT THE NATURE OF THE

ARGENTINE RESPONSE WQULD MAKE IT VERY DIFFICULT FOR THE SECRETARY=-
GENERAL TO INTRODUCE PROPOSALS OF MIS QWN., THE GAP WAS T0O WIDE

TO BRIDGE, PEREZ DE CUELLAR DID XOT REPLY, LATER [N THE CONVERSATION,

I SUGGESTED THAT HE AND 1| SHOULD DISCUSS TOMORROW THE NEXT STEPS
IN NEW YORK, HE SAID THAT HE WoULD HAVE YO REPORT TO THE SECURITY

COUNCIL. HE CQULD NOT ’’EXPOSE’'EITHER SIDE: HE WOULD SIMPLY PRESENT
THE FACTS, ! SAID THAT T THOUGHT IT ALMOST CERTAIN, IN THE CONTEXT
OF THURSDAY®S EMERGENCY DEBATE, THAT YQU WoULD PUBLISH OUR DRAFT
INTER IM AGREEMENT. BUT WE WOULD NOT BREAK HIS CONF IDENCE,

7. PLEASE SEE MIFT FOR COMMENT AND RECOMMENDATIONS.
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