STATEMENT 2Y I'R, JOHN HUME, SDLP PARTY LE’.33ZR

'
i

ON BEHALF OF THE SDLP

26th April,

Y
O
[oh]
N




-1 -

Mr Prior's Vhite Paper - 'A Framework for Devolution' - is designed to
provide a basis for peace, stability apd economic progress in Northern Ireland.
It ig from this standpoint that the SDLY has viewed the proposals. The SDLP
are extremely anxious for peace and stability. The people, of whom the SDLr
are the derocratic voice, have suffered nore than any other section of the
comnunity from the continucd failure to provide stability. We represent the
areas of highest unenploynent in Northern Irecland. We reprcsent the arcas which
have suffercd nost froan poranilitary violence and security force excesses. We
want peacc, ond we want stobility, and we believe that our wishes are shared by

all tae people of Northern Ireland.

It is the duty of aﬁ& political party therefore, to give serious consideration

to any proposals brought forward by governnent, This we have done. We have

had no less than four lengthy neetings with lir Prior, at which our reservations

to his proposals were spelt out in detail. Before he published them, he was left
in no doubt about the SDLP view. Any party, which accepts, without question,
prcposals which can be clearly shown to be uwaworkable, in order to present an

image of reasonablencss to the comunity, is an irresponsible political party. Ve
contend that by any standards the proposals for devolution of power containcd

in the ¥hite Pa~2r arc unworkable. Ue contend that lr Prior knows that they will
not work and will thereforc be a source of further inst;biiity. thy then is

he proceeding with such ruthless hoste?

The basic proposal for devolution of power is that the Sgeretary of State
be satisfied thot it has "cross-comnunity support". This can be achieved in *two
ways - (1) hAgreement of 2 70, najority in the proposcd .wsembly. (2) Hore
thon 507> agreenent in the Asseibly, provided it has "cross—connunity support",
Nowhere in the document is "cross-—conrunity® support" defined. Doeg it menn
a aajority in each comnunity? If less thon o majority in either courunity,

how mwch less.

In practical terns, however, this section, the ncjor section of the Vhite
Poper, and the one consistently ~21luded to by the Secret~ry of State, to
denonstrate his even-hondedness, is in fact irrelevant for it has alrecdy been
disnissed by both the D.U.P., and the 0.U.P. who have mode it clecr thot they do
not nccept the annlysis on which it is bosed, nor will they work the nechanisn
which it proposes. How then does the Secretory of State insist thot such o

propos~l is "workoble"?

Let us suppose, however, that cll porties acturlly did o politienl
sonersault and agreed on terns for devolution of power. From the noment an
adininistrotion is forned, the need for 70% agrecient ceases and =1l decisions

are subject to sinple majority rule., 1hat is the position of o minority ninister

in such on adninistration, if his policy proposcls for his departaent are
defeated by o ncjority in the ..ssenbly? Does the .dninistration fal119? Paragraph
61 which is an attenpt to cnswer sone of thesc questions is a pathetic stateuent
and a diagraceful production by ony governient which only reflects on its own

confusion about its own proposals.
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Or let us supposc that ~n adninistration does function for the lifc of the

first ..gsenbly. UVhat hapoons then? s vower rcturncd 1o Vestninster cghin whilc
on election tnkes plice and while the partics go through another lengthy wrocess of
hagzling to achicve o 700 :wnjority? If they foil, ore we bock to direet rule? Doeg
Ir Prior ucccpt thet hic proposals ore open to o situction where there is '
perpetual oscillation between Direct Rule and Devolution? Is such o systen in the
eyes of ~ny objective obscrver really o bosis for stability? Is it not instead

a recipe for politicnl and administration nayhen?

It is quite clenr therefor:s that Ilr I'rior's unvorlkoble "power—sharing" promcils

&
are included only to give 2 gloss of respcetabblity ond fairaindedness to whot is the
only concrete proposnl in the Whitc Poper - an  election to o powerless asseubly,
with powerless comidittees and with well poid choirnen wnd vice-choirien. iven the
appointuent of chairmen is in the hands of an ..sseibly President elceted by sinple
anjority. - Such a body is no 2orc than a talking shoy, but o dangerous trlking
shop which could be scriously nbused for their own enddg by individunl portics

2s hos olready been denonstr.tec by the intentions stoted by some Unionist spokcrngn.

The attenpt to ke his propos~ls appenr even-hmnded does not stond up to
o careful excmination of hig White Poper. Por~groph 13 re~ds:

"The Governiient ndheres to the view that in any adiainistrotion in

Lorthern Irclond, therce :wst be reason~ble and approprinte

crr-ngenients to talke cccount the interests of the sdnority

which are ccceptable to both sides of the corwnity".

In short therefore rengon-ble and cpproprinte arrepgegents for the interests
of the ainority :wst have the opuroval of Unionisto? Wot only does Ifr Frior
give the Unionist Corwnity o veto over constitutionnl choange in Iorthern Irclond,
but he has extended thnt veto to cover the for: of governient of Northern Ircland

within the United Hingdon.

Is this either o wisc or o tennble policy. ziven the history of Unionict

4

attitudes to the usce of power in Torthern Irclond, ond given their present behaviour

in loe2l govern:ient and given the price that has ~lready been paid by cveryone for
such 2 policy in the past? On the other hand, while thovﬂhifo Poper insists that

any systcii of governient for Northern Ireland aust be acceptable to both sides of the
cornmnity, IMr Prior stotes that his initictive will procced, whother the SDL
participzte or not., lhot valuce does he therefore wlace on the consent of the

pcople represented by the SDLP?

On the much quotcd issue of identity, the Vhitc Paper stotes:
"The difference in identity and 'spirntion lies ot the hesrt of the
probler of Forthern Irelond: It cannot be ignored or wished auay"
The White Paper then procceds to ignore it for therc is not o single concretc
propos=l in the Vhite Poper bascd on what it concedes to be the "heart" of the

problc.a,



Instecd Mr Prior has stated in the British Housc of Commons on iLpril 5th
1982 - "I believe that our proposals are the 05t likely to tic Norhtern Irelond
into the United Kingdon". He went on to ~fiirs thot devolved institutions could
serve to strengthen the Union, ond continued - 71 beliceve passionately that that
is the casc. Otherwisc there will be continued crosion in Forthorn Irelend's
position within the United Kingcor:, VWith o little wisdon we could put thot behind

us forever".

30 nuch for nn cven~handed rocognition of both identitics or of the necd
as the SDLY has consistently insisted to construct o solution which is firly

baged on the reality of conflicting identitics.

The entire debate on these proposzls hns to date been carefully orchestrated
to 2void debnrte on whether or not the wroposnls cre cither viable or workable.
Mr Prior's miain objective hos been to get partics cowmitted to his election. The
SDLP's objective is to focus public attention now on our asscrtion that Mr Prior's
proposnls will not in et work, will not provide stibility and to put forward
our recsons for it before ony clear deeisicns are token by the Westoainster Parli~ient.
In fack, given our annlysis of this insulting docwsient, it is difficult for us
to avoid the unkind conclusion thnt lr Prior's so-colled "initictive" has iore to
do with his own political futurc than with the futurc of the peonle of

Horthcrn Ircland.
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