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NOTE OF A MEETING BETWEEN THE SECREUTARY OF STATH, THE ALLIANCE PARTY, THE SOCIAL

DEMOCRATIC AND IABOUR PARTY AND THE ULSTER UNIONIST PARTY AT STORMONT CASTLE OW
WEDNESDAY 21 NOVEMBER 1973 AT 11 AN

Thoge Present: _ The Secretary of State

Mr W van Straubenszee
Mr D Howell
Mr ¥ Cocper

Alliance Party: Mr 0 J Nepier

Mr R G Cooper
Mr J B C Glass

SDLP Hr ¢ mitt
HMr I A Cooper
Hr P J Devlin
Mr J Iune
Mr E K McGrady : .
Mr J A Currie
Ulster Unionist Mr A B D Faulkner
Pariy: Hr J L Baxter
Mr R H Bradford
Mr R V Kirk (afternoon only; -
Mr W B McIvor (eveuing only) * .
Mr L J Horrell
Also Present
Mr J T A Howard-Drake Miss D F E Elliott
Hr D J Trevelyan After ¥ pm Mr D J Gowan Secrctariat
Mr ¥ McDowall Mr D J Parrington
Hr 4 M S Reid Sir David Holden
Me J N Allan Mr X P Bloomfield : |
Hr N C Abbott o

1. The Secretary of State said that he had held individual talks with the three
delegations, and that the paper which had been distributed (Amnexz A) had been written

in the light of these discussions.. It did not include any reference to the allocation
of departments and he suggested that the meeting should come back to this later in the

day. The first job was to look at the paper and decide whether it was acceptable,

2. IMr Faulknmer said that the paper was similar in substance to the document
discussed on the previous Mondey, and although a number of words had been changed
here and there, the substancc was basically the same. He asked the Secretary of State

to elaborate on 2 number of points:-

(a) What arrangements would the Secretary of State make for Christmas parole;

how moeny detainees would he release under his statutory powers?

The Secretary of State replied that he intended to introduce a new policy

by making his statubtory powers to relesse sgelected detainecz., These releaszes
vere not being attached to the formation of an Executive, but they would bve
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associated with the Christmas turkey. He could not say precisely
how many men would be released but the number was unlikely to be !

above 100 at thig stage.

(b) On the Council of Ireland Mr Faulkner asked what was meant by

"harmonisation" in paragraph 1(c) and Mr Bradford and Mr Baxter

wondered whether the term should be interpreted in the EEC sense:-

ie preparing the way for the unification of North and South. f

, The Secretary of State explained that, in his opinion, the Council of

Ireland should examine the harmonisation of the law in the North and

South in relation to trade and to professional bodies. FKor instance,

E there was one society of Chartered Accountants in the whole of Ireland

I but the laws governing this body were different in the North and South.
Similarly the law in relation to industrial training night also be

brought into line.

3. Mr Hume pointed out that the second sentence of paragraph 1 quoted part of

paragraph 112 of the White Paper = "the question of the-acceptance of the statu;
of Northern Ireland" = but did not go on to quote the reference to the possibility
of subsequent change. The Secretary of State explained that he had to be careful

what he put in the statement without reference to Dublin, and he agreed that the

words after "White Paper" should be omitted to avoid any possible bias.

4. lNr Faulkner asked what was meant by "advances in the whole law and order

field" on paragraph 3, apart from the discussion of a common law enforcement area.

The Secretary of State repiied that the introduction of the common law enforcenment

area would have considerable ramifications. North and South might, for instance,

go on to discuss the possibility of common courts and joint police operations in
border areas. There could possibly be an agreement under which the police could
pursue criminals over the border. MNMr Bradford said that there was confusion about
what precisely was meant by a common law enforcement area., Did it simply mean thsat
a person could be tried wherever he was arrested for an offence committed in any part
of the country? Obviously common law enforcement coverlapped with extradition

arrangements. The Secretary of State said that this was a complicated subject and

that a conference of lawyers would be needed in order to clarify what changes could
be introduced.

5. Mr Paulkner asked for an assurance that the Council of Ireland would have no

responsibility whatever for internal policing in the North and South. The Secretary

of State said that HNMG's position on policing was clear, but it was inevitable that
police matters would be discussed in the context of a possible common law

| enforcement area. IMr Faulkner explained that the Unionists would be happy for
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machinery to be set up to enable the RUC and Garda to work in close co-operation
in border areas but that they conld not tolerate any suggestion that thepolice
force should be in any way the responsibility of the Council of Ireland. The

Secretary of State re-affirmed that there was no question of this. The role of

the Council would be to establish improved means of co-operation.

€. Mr Hume asked whether it was necessary for Mr Paisley and lNr Craig and their
followers to be invited to the preliminary Conference about the Council of Ireland.

The Secretary of State explained that, in view of paragraph 112 of the White Taper,

it would be very difficult not to invite the parties which were not prepared to
co-operate in the formation of an Executive. Quite apart from this, there would
probably be less wiolence by Protestant extremistg if Dr Paisley and Mr Craig were
invited to the talks. In the following discussion, the meeting accepted that there
would be violence in any case, and that Dr Paisley would try to wreck the talks

whether or not he came.

7. Mr Hume said that paragraphlllz of the White Paper referred to leaders of
Northern Ireland opinion, not to party leaders, and there was no legal obligation
under the Constitution Act for the Secretary of State to invite to the Tripartite
Conference the leaders of the parties who were agains{ power-sharing. Dr Paisley
and Mr Craig had in fact excluded themselves from talks, and representatives of the
three parties who were to make up tﬁe fcecutive were the only Assembly members who
had any authority to speak for Northern Ireland in Tripartite talks. The
Secretary of State said that there was nothing in the Constitution Act which dictated

how he should conduct the Tripartite Conference, and that the decision whether or
not to invite Paisley and Craig was a matter of political judgment. Whatever was

% agreed about the Conference would have to be made known to the South,

8. Mr Bradford said that an invitation to Dr Paisley and Mr Craig would enable then
to compromise their attitude to power-sharing. -If they attended the Conference, they

would implicitly aclknowledge the existence of the "Irish Dimension".

9. 1In reply to & question by Mr Hume, the Secretary of State said that there was

no question of inviting the "unpledged" Unionists who had consistently demonstrated
that they regarded themselves as members of the Unionist Party. Mr R Cooper
disputed this and wondered whether the "unpledged Unionists" did not qualify for
an invitation as "representatives of public opinion".

10. Mr Faulkner said that, in the view of the Unionist Party, it would be safer
not to have a Conference about the Council of Ireland until an Executive was formed;

in this way Dr Paisley and Mr Craig could be excluded.

11. Mr Hume said that the SDIP appreciated this argument and were prepared to.
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agree to the formation of some sort of "provisional Executive" before the
Tripartite Conference. The Secretary of State said that this might be helpful.

Nevertheless, there would still be a need for preliminary talks before the main

Tripartite Conference. 1In the following discussion, it became clear that the

three parties within the "provisional Executive" would be free to put tieir own

separate views at the preliminary talks, but that the final Conference would not
\ be held until the Executive had been formed and all the members had agreed a

common policy.

12, Mr Hume argued that the two stages of the Conference could be run together.
During the first part, the three parties would put forward their own argunents,
then when agreement had been reached between the three political parties, HIMG
and the Govermment of the Republic, Westminster should take the necessary steps
to constitute the Execulive. Immediately afterwards the formal Tripartite
Conference could be held to put the rubber stamp on what had been agreed. The

whole process need take no longer than a week. The Secretary of State

explained that this would be difficult, if only because the Prime Ministers and
Foreign Secretaries of the United Kingdom and the Republic of Ireland would net
be able to devote the time needed to reaching final agreement so soon.
Furthermore, the Secretary of State had to be careful how he presented the
formation of an Ezecutive to Westminster. A £ull debate would be required before
the necessary enabling measures were passed, and this could not be rushed or
arranged at a momentts notice.

13. 1In the course of the discussion, the meeting agreed that the preliminary

talks should be private, and that great care should be paid to dealing with the
Press. It was accepted that the Government of the Republic would have to agree
to recognise Northern Ireland at the preliminary talks,

14. The meeting agreed in genéral that prelimiﬁary talks would be needed before

the formal Tripartite Conference would be held, but that, providing the Assembly
representatives went as the "provisional Executive" Dr Paisley and Mr Craig should
be excluded. The Secretary of State's paper should state that the formal
Tripartite Conference would be held as soon as appropria%e thereafter. The
Secretary of State told tne meeting that although he had agreed to hold wide-
ranging talks with Dr Paisley about the Council of Ireland and other matters, he
had never made any commitment that he should be invited to the Tripartite

Conference or preliminary discussions. The Secretary of State therefore agreed to

arrange to meet representatives of the parties which opposed the formation of an
Executive to discuss the Council of Ireland and to take note of their views before
the first breliminary talks. This would meet the requirements of paragraphs 112
and 113 of the White Paper,
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15. Wr Hume then turned to the subject of detention, and asked that the last
sentence of paragraph 5, which stated that those released would be required to
give a suitable undertaking about their future conduct, should be omitted.

The Secretery of State replied that he had in fact changed his owvm mind on this

matter. When he came into office he had stopped the practice of requiring
detainees to sign an undertaking before they were released, but that the Police
and Army were in favour of this practice and he now thought that it should be

reintroduced. In the following discussion, the Unionist delegation said that

they were concerned that the Secretary of State should not authorise the release

of detainees who might return to violence. This could be very damaging to the
Executive. UMr Bradford said that it was rumoured that the IRA had instructed

some detainees to give an wndertaking in order to secure release so that they

could return to terrorist activites. Ir Hume pointed out that a stigma was
attached to "signing oneself out" and that many detainees who would not return

to violence would be deterred from seeking release if they had to sign an
undertaking. Mr Napier pointed out that the Commissioners often required detainees
who were to be released to give an oral undertaking to keep the peace and that this
requirement was as absolute as the one proposed. Mr Bradford said that many i
Protestant detainees would be happy to sign an undertaking to secure release.
Summing up, the Secretary of State said that it might be very helpful to

reintroduce this system of requiring detainees to sign an undertaking; nevertheless,

he accepted that this procedure should not be followed automatically.

16. Ur Faulkner explained that he had to leave shortly, and the three parties
agreed that they had no further comments on the paper as it stood. The Secretary of

State was arranging for the paper to be redrafted to take account of all the points
which had been raised. The delegations agreed to reconvene at 2 pm to discuss the

allocation of appointments, and the meeting adjourned at 12.15 pm.

17. The meeting reconvened at 2.30 pm.

18, Mr Napier reminded the meeting that all agreements between the three parties
were dependent upon the final agreement that an Executive should be formed.
Therefore, the Alliance Party could not at this stage either accept or reject the
document that had been discussed during the morning.

19. The Secretary of State had provided a revised version of paragraphs 2 and

12 (Annex B). Mr rFaulkner said that instead of referring specifically in paragraph
2 to paragraph 112 of the White Paper, the Secrebtary of State should say that the
Conference would discuss ways and means of preparing for a Council of Ireland. This
would avoid crawing attention to the part of the White Paper on which Dr Paisley

would base his claim that he had a right to be invited to the preliminary talks
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Mr Faullner also suggested that the second reference to invitations to the

Preliminary Conference should be omitted. The Secretary of State agreed with both

these proposals. MMr Hume suggested that the Sxecutive in embryo should be referred

to as the "Executive Designate". This was agreed. The Secretary of 3tate said that

these points would be taken into account when the paper was being redrafted.
The final version, which was agreed, is at Annex C,

20. The Secretary of State said that the time had come to discuss the composition

of the Executive. He had previously suggested that six Executive posts should be
given to the Unionist Party, four to the SDLP and one to the Alliance Party. An
additional post - not on the Executive - would be given to the SDLP. This proposal
F had been unacceptable to the Alliance and SDLP delegations; he had held discussions
with all three delegations on the previous day, and he would now like to hear their

Viewse.

21. Mr Napier said that he could not accept the 6, 4, 1 proposals contained in
paragraphs 3 and 4 of the paper tabled on the previous Monday. The Alliance Party
adhered to the principle that the Executive posts should be divided between the
parties in relation to the relative strengths of the three parties. The SDLP had-
19 Assembly members, and so did the Unionists. The Alliance Party had 8. Against
this background, an allocation of seats in ratio 5, 5 and 2 was the only reasonable
and fair solution. The Alliance Party in fact deserved slightly more than two seats
but they were prepared to accept this solution. Mr Napier reminded the meeting that
the Secretary of State had to be satisfied that the conditions of Section 2(1)(b)
were fulfilled before he could agree to the formation of an Executive. The Executive
had to have the general support of the Assembly and also the gemeral support of the
electorate. The support of all members of the three parties would be required in order
to satisfy the first condition, and an equal number of seats had to be given to the
Unionist Party and the SDLP unless the Secretary of State thought that one party's

| supporters were more equal than the others. Mr Napier also asked the Secretary of
State how the balance of an Executive would be worked out after the next election.

22. Mr Fitt said that, in the view of the SDLP, the number of appointments given to
each party must reflect the balance between the parties in the Assembly. He could only

agree to the 5, 5, 2 formula.

2%. Mr Taulkner said that he had little to add to what he had said on Monday. As the
Secretary of State had argued, the Executive must incorporate an overall Unionist
majority if it was to be acceptable to the country. He pointed out that while the
Alliance Party had 8 Assembly members, and the SDLP 19, the Ulster Unionizts had

19 members (or 20 if they won the impending bye-election) and in addition the support

of a number of other Assembly members. On the basis of the support in the country

CONFDENTIAL -
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the Unionist Party could only accept the 6, 4, 1 solution. Nevertheless, it was

reluctantly prepared to agree to an additional member of the SDLP being given an

appointment outside the Executive,

24. The Secretary of State said that after the next election in 4 years' time the

balance of the Executive would have to be renegotiated with the Secretary of State
of the day. It was a futile exercise to try and predict the circumstances of the

next election.

25. MNr Devlin argued that two members of My Faulkner's party did not support power-
sharing, and consequently his true strength in the Assembly was 17 members. [r Napier
was convinced the balance between the parties in the Assembly was the only basis for

allocating appointments within the Executive.

[ 26. The Secretary of State said that he had already stated the

under Section 2(1)(b) of the Constitution Act. An Executive must be "widely accepted"

0]

HMG's pogition

(=)

by the community, and he had no doubt that there must be an overall Unionist majority.
He was convinced that Hr Faulkner had far wider support than had been exhibited af
The previous day's meeting of the Unionist Council. If he was not given a majorigy,
there was no chance of an Executive being formed. The Secretary of State said
emphatically that that was his judgment.

27. Mr Napier asked how the Secretary of State judged how an Executive would have

general support in the country. The Secretary of State replied that he was in fact

making a personal judgment, and that the only alternative was to hold some sort of
referendum., He said that the meeting should remember that Mr Faulkner had only
narrowly won the vote on the previous day and that he had to carry a large body of
dissenters with him. IMr Devlin said that the Secretary of State sympathised with

Mr Faulkner's pogition but he ghould not forget that lr Devlin had consistently stated

the SDLP position, which was equally strong.

28. The Secretary of State said that power-sharing was completely new in Northern

Ireland, and that Unionists were naturally suspicious. It was a new concept, and
alien to many people. Participation in Government was a great advance for the
minority, and a great achievement for the SDLP. It would be a pity if the leadexrs of
the SDLP were to throw this away in an attempt to obtain a concession which no leaderx

of the Protestant community could grant - equal representation on the Executive.

29. IMir HMume asked how the Secretary of State could possibly assess how much support

the Executive would have in the Assembly. The Secretary of State replied that it was

esgsential that the Dxecutive should have the support of all the members of the thres
parties in the Asscubly, otherwise it would be sunk. He added that the three parties
would acquire more support as soon as the Bxecutive had been formed.

™ P 1y,
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30. lir Fitt recognised that Mr Faulkner had problems with the "unpledged"
Unionists and that he had survived by a narrow margin the previous day. The SHLP
also had problems with the supporters. Their Annual Conference was at the end of

the month and there were already two actions on the Agenda:—

(a) seeking to prevent the SDLP from entering into any power-sharing fxecubtive
with Mr Faullmer; and
(b) seeking to prevent the SDLP from entering any Zxecutive where they did not

have egual representation with the Unionist Party.

The meeting should bear in mind that these motions could g0 against the SDIP
Leadership. WMr Paulkner said it was inevitable that party leaders should be

by many of the supporters of the other parties. Nevertheless, the minority was in
fact for the first time in 50 years being given a sirong pilace in Government. “This
was remarkable, particularly when 50 of the 78 seats in the Assenbly were filled bj
Unionists of one shade or another. The Secretary of State must observe the
predominance of Unionists in Northern Ireland, and a Unionist majority was necesgary
and inevitable under Section 2(1)(b) of the Constitution Act. .

3ls lr R Cooper questioned Mr Faullmer's figures about Unionists in the Assembly.

He said that Mr Faulkner had in the past said that Mr Craig and his supporters

were not Unionists and indeed their political views were in many ways diametrically
opposed to the Unionists' views. It would be nonsensical if Mr Paulkner were given

en overall majority merely because he had to deal with a large party anti-faction.

The SDLP asked what the Secretary of State's view would have been had they won a

small number of seats and the official Republicans had won a large number. In those
circumstances would he have insisted that the SDLP should have had an overall majority?

The Secretary of state refused to be drawn into hypothetical discussions. He said

that he would only consider the situation as it was, and he was quite clear that

Mr Faulkner must have an overall nmajority.

2. 1In reply to a question from lir Napier, the Secretary of State said that the

Executive's support in the Assembly would be decided by a vote of confidence, but
obviously he could not demonstrate in a similar way that the Unionist majority would
have the gencral support of the country, unless the question was put to a referendum,
vhich would be extrenely undesirable. Nevertheless he was quite clear that an
Executive which did not incorporate an overall majority would not command the support
of the country. If he could not prove his point in a positive manner, he was quite

clear that it was proved negatively.

i
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35+ Mr Currie and Mr Devlin said that the meeting was reaching an impasse, and

lMr Devlin suggested that the talks would be postponed until the following lionday.

lir Faulkner reminded the meeting of the danger of leaving the power vacumm for very

much longer. The Secretary of State said that the meeting should seek every possible -~

way to find a solution. The three delegations then asked the Secretary of State
wnether he had any possible way out of the present confrontation.

34. The Secretary of State replied that it would be possible to create posts over

a maximum of 12 laid down by the Constitution Act. This would probably require an
amendment to the Act, which the Prime Minister had indicated he would be prepared
to do as a last resort if this was abgsolutely essential to the formation of an
Executive. lir Faulkner expressed doubts about amending the Constitution Act since
this would open the way to demands for more radical changes in the constitution
position. MMr Napier pointed out that there was a clear distinction between changes
of administrative detail, and changes of principle. If the maximum number of

appointments was increased, the principle of the Act would be in no way altered.

35. The Secretary of State said that if the meeting could agree on an Executive

with more than 12 appoiniments, he was content to ask Parliament for the necessaxy
amendment. He would have to specify the number of appointments to be made.

36. At 4.30 pm the meeting adjourned so that the Secretary of State could hold
individual discussions with the three parties.

Y
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CONTINUATION MINUTES OF INTER-PARTY TALKS HALD AT STORMONT CASTIE ON
21 NOVEMBER 1973

The meeting reconvened at 7.00 pm.

The Secretary of State said that a provisional agreement had been reached on the

nunbers in an Executive, subject to the allocation of Departments bebtween the three
parties. The Executive would consist of 6 Ulster Unionists, 4 SDLP members and 1
Alliance Party member. He would seek Parliamentary approval for another four
positions, not being Heads of Departments. This would then give the following
distribution amongst the parties: 7 Ulster Unionists, 6 SDLP members and 2 Alliance
Party members. In addition there would also be a Deputy Chief Whip outside the
adninistration who would be an Assembly Member of the Alliance Party. The entire

arrangement was subject to agreement on issues such as the Council of Ireland.

2. The Secretary of State's understanding of the situvation was confirmed by 2ll

three parties.

3. The Secretary of State then turned to the allocation of Departments.

4. Mr Fitt said he wished to come to an agreement at once. He did not wish to take
a Department himself, but the SDLP would be entitled to demand three major
Departments.

5. The Secretary of State said he was grateful for Mr Fitt's generous gesture.

He would only seek to nominate Mr Faulkner as Chief Executive with Mr Pritt as
Deputy Chief Executive. HMr Napier would also be included in the Executive. He

did not wish to put other names to specific posts at this time.

-

6. Mr mulkner congratulated the Secretary of State on bringing the talks to such
a successful conclusion. He said this was an historic ocecasion, being the first
coalition government in Northern Ireland. This final stage would have to be
settled tonight. He agreced with the other parties that they should settle the
distribution of the Departments between parties without putting forward specific

nanes.

7. Mr Napier said that he would like the post of Legal Member and Adviser on

Iaw Reform,

CONF

-© PRONI FIN/30/RI2/A/3

- —te ]

DENTIAL



'Ean Siiih A
~ET AL

8. The Secretary of State suggested that there should be a short adjournment for

refreshments. The meeting adjourned for 20 minutes.

9. Resuming the discussion, the Secretary of State said that there might be some

difficulty in making "Legal lMember and Law Reform" an Executive post. The Northern

Ireland Attorney-General would need to be consulted.

10. Referring to the proposed Department of Manpcower Services. Mr Navier said that
he would prefer this to be an office outside the Executive, held by 2n Alliance Party
member, He suggested lMr Bob Cooper. Sir David Holden thought that Manpower (or

Labour) was an important Department of State with many crucial responsibilities.

Mr Napier said it would be a separate office for the first time in Northern Ireland:

Mr Faulkner disagreed. There had been a Ministry of Labour up to 1966; Trade Unions
were disappointed when its functions were transferred to Health and Social Services

and would be equally disappocinted if Manpower was noct o full Department in the new
administration., Mr Kirk said that he had been the last Minister of Labour end agreed
with Mr Paulkner's view. lMr Napier again said that he would prefer it to be

outside the Executive and he wanted the position for lr Bob Cooper of the Alliance

Party. The Secretary of State and other parties agreed to this. .

11, The Secretarv of State asked what was meant by "Plamning and Co-ordination”

in the office of the Executive, Sir David Holden said that there would be a

considerable amount of inter-Departumental co-ordination of some "ad hoc" tasks
to perform such as the relationship with the Economic Council and the new body
representing the Construction Industry. JMr Hume asked from which Departments
these functions would be taken. Mr Kirk said the former was from Commerce, the

latter from Finance. Mr Bloomfield said that the appointment of a "co-ordinztion"

or "Head of Department without Portfolio" was very desirable,

12, The Secretarv of State said that the meeting should now consider the

allocation of major Depariments. Finance should go to one major party, Commerce
to the other, Mr Faulkner said that it was difficult +to decide which one to
have, Mr Fitt said the SDIP would like to have the Department of Commerce.

Mr Faulkner suggested that the discussion returned to this later and should now

look at the other Departments,

155 The Secretary of State suggested the followings allocations, which were

agreed by all parties: Agriculture - Unionists; Education - Unionists;
Health and Social Services - SDLP; Housing, Local Government and Planning -~ SDILP;

Environment - Unionists.

‘
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14. Mr Faulkner suggested that since one post (Manpower Services) had now been

taken out of the Executive, Community Relations and Information Services should be
) combined and made an Executive Department. HMr I Cooper thought Community Relations
might be strengthened by the addition of a responsibility for recreation, arts

etec and thus mede into a viable Department. INr van Straubenzee said that it might

be unwise to take recreation out of the Department of Tducation but museuns and

Arts could be made part of Community Relations. Mr Bloomfield said Community

Relations was of growing importance in itself. The Secretary of State

suggested that Information Services be made into a Department with Community
Relations outside the TWxecubtive. It would be useful to have an information
service in close touch with the Administration. This was agreed by all the

parties.

15. UMr ™itt said the Executive was a completely new venture with collective
responsibility. ERach party could undermine the proposals of the other. The
Department of Finance might be able to cut off funds for the programmes of
Departments controlled by members of the other parties. However, in the spirtt
of the new endeavour he thought Finance should go to the Unionists and Commerde

to the SDLF. They would work in close co-operation. The Secretary of State said

both Departments were very important and were at the heart of the whole concern.
Neither could work properly without help from each other, the Secretary of State
and HH Treasury. The Secretary of State would be of no use if he could not work

in close conjunction with the Executive authorities.

16. lr Faulkner asked what other posts were to be filled first. The Secretary

of State said that if the Unionists took Information Services and SDIP Community
Relations, this left Chief Whip, Planning and Co-ordination, Mr Devlin thought
the Unionists should take the Chief Whip post and asked whether this was in fact
Leader of the House. The Secretary of State szid this wae not the case; the

Chief Executive would be leader. Mr vaullkner agreed that the Unionists would take
the Chief Whip post and lir Pitt agreed that the SDLP would take the Planning and

Co-ordination office outside the Executive.

17. The discussion returned to the Finance and Commerce posts. The Secretary of

State said that he would make the decision if the two parties concerned were
content. Mr Currie said the SDLP particularly wanted to have the Commerce post
as they bad already conceded one Executive post in these discussions. However,
he SDLP would abide by the Secretary of State's decision. My TFeuliner

indicated his consent to the Secretary of Statets proposal. The Secrctary of State

said he would give the Department of Commerce to the SDLP. This was agreed,

i

CONFIDENTIAL

i) PRONI FIN/30/RI2/AI3



|
© PRONI FIN/30/Rf2/AI3

| ER Cgﬂ\:i ﬁuﬁ__g ‘

.l

18. The Secretary of State said he was very grateful for the attitude adopted

by the parties in the last phase of the talks. The queation now arose of
publishing the details of the agreement. He suggesfed a short gtatement saying
agreement had been reached on an Bxecutive-designate and that details would be
announced in the House of Commons the following day. He had told the Prime
Minister what had happened. Now there would be talks on the Council of Ireland

to which the Executive-designate would be asked and he would invite other parties
(VUPP, DUP ete) to give their views to him privately. He would make a general
statement on the RUC, detention and the Council; he hoped the consultations would
begin in early December and a date would be fixed for devolution of powers as soon
as a clear understanding had been reached. He hoped everyone would trust him to
make clear that the agreement was conditional on the outcome of talks ebout the
Council. After his announcement in the House of Commons, names of those nominated
as Heads of Departments could be produced by the parties.

19. After agreecing the short press statement, the meeting adjourned. MNr Fitt,
Mr Faulimer and lr Napier personally thanked the Secretary of State for his .
efforts in bringing the talks to a successful conclusion.
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