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e
TO THE REPORTERS OF BRITISH PRESS AND BROADCASTING :

Your reporting of the strike so far has been a nere propagandi st
exercise, bearing as little resenblance to the facts of the case
as "news reports" of the Republican News tend to do. Perhaps you
t hought this would help to end the strike. 1t has clearly not

done so. In fact it has been a serious factor in aggravating the
situation. It is tine that you put an end to propagandi st



m srepresentation. The fiasco of the “trade union return to work”
should have jolted you out of your propagandi st ruts.

Many of you, in the name of inpartial reporting, have spent nuch
time talking to Provisionals, and reporting their version of
events. Robert Fisk of The Tines, to cite one exanple, justified
this approach on Northern Ireland radio recently. He justified
inmpartial reporting of the “eneny” case because he regarded the
Northern Ireland conflict as a civil disturbance within the state
rather than as a conflict between the state and its enemes. But
when it comes to the Uster Workers’ Council and an industrial
strike, as against the Provos and a bonbing canmpaign, M. Fisk's
journalistic impartiality evaporates, and he reports the strike
as if he were a paid propagandist of Merlyn Rees’s Mnistry.

Your reporting has acted as a provocation. You have attenpted to
bring the U ster Workers’ Council into disrepute and to represent
the strikers as a ranpaging nob. Youare feeding British public
opinion with false reporting which backs up the political
bungling of Rees and Orme. You are bringing yourselves into

cont enpt . In view of the provocative msrepresentation of their
intentions and actions by the press, broadcasting and the Govern-
ment the strikers have been behaving with renmarkabl e nmoderation
and good sense. Sooner or later you will have to reckon with the
U ster Workers' Council, and the viewpoint that it represents, as
a social force that cannot be conjured away either by false
propagandi st news reporting or by the manipul ation of power
politics. And the sooner Mihammed starts noving towards the
Mountain, the better for all concerned.

*

THE ‘TRADE UNION RETURN TO WORK’ The fact that Messrs,
] Rees and O ne risked so

much of their credibility on the success of the “trade union
return to work” shows they are politically inept rather than
malicious . |f they had done |less of the “colonial, adninistrator”
act, and had done a bit nmore to find out something about the
relation of the official trade union |eadership to the political
views of the trade union rank and file, they would not have
expected the “return to work” to be anything less than a fiasco.

Len Murray appealed to the workers to heed the call of their tried
and trusted leaders to return to work. M. Mrray nmust now
realise that the official trade union |eadership are not the
tried and trusted |eaders of the workers in anything but the
narrowest trade union affairs. In Britain there is at least a
general identity of broad political synpathy between the TUC and



the mass of trade unionists. That is not so in Northern Ireland.
Andrew Barr, Chairman of the Shipbuilding Confederation, and
Jimy Gaham of the AEU, led the back-to-work canpaign. They are
anti-Partitionists. The mass of their menbers are Unionists.
Barr and Graham are heeded by their rank and file in trade union
affairs proper. But when they |ed the back-to-work canpaign they
were not acting as trade union |eaders but as politicians. In
political matters they are at |oggerheads with their nenbers, so
the canpaign failed, W hope that M. Mirray will take the trouble to
find out why he wal ked to the shipyards, along with the “tried and
trusted |eaders”, and a mere 150 nen. |If he does he will find
that what we have said is true.

There is a tacit understanding in the trade union mvement that
political and economic matters will be kept separate. In
circunstances of sharp political division this is a necessary
condition for keeping the trade union novenment united in economc
matters. Barr, Gaham etc. broke this convention by trying to
use their leading position in the economc struggle for political
ends. And it is this fact, (rather than “-intimdation on the
housi ng estates”, as Graham argued on the radio), that caused this
morning's fiasco.

The enormous political gulf between many of the trade union

| eaders and the general trade union rank and file is understood in
Belfast as a pragmatic fact, it will now be understood by many in
Britain as a pragmatic, but inconprehensible fact. Since the
weird logic of Stanley One will try to find an explanation for
this fact which harnonises with the wdely-held Anti-Partitionist
view that nearly all Protestant workers are incipient fascists,
who can only be saved fromfascismby anti-Partitionism and since
press reporters have not bothered to find out the facts of the
case, a word of explanation is necessary here.

There are a nunber of particular reasons why political anti-
Partitionists appear in the econonic |eadership of workers who are
politically unionists. One is that the Communist Party of Northern
Ireland gained a strong position in the trade union |eadership
during the 1939-45 war. During that war, and until about 1950,
the CPNl was strongly Unionist in politics. It fought the 1945

el ection on a Unionist programme. During the 1950s it vacillated
on the question of the Union. In the course of the 1960s it
becane increasingly anti-Partitionist, and united with the Irish
Workers' Party (26 Counties) in 1970 to formthe Communi st Party
of Ireland on a strongly Catholic-nationalist programme. Through
this developnent it lost its mass following in the Protestant
wor ki ng class, but a nunber of individuals ramained in the | eader-
ship of unions.



A second cause is the fact that |ocal |eaders of nmany British based
based unions are appointed by the Union executive in Britain or
that elections are held on a United Kingdom basis. In such
circunstances there is a bias in favour of anti-Partition. (The
British Communist Party is anti-Partitionist, and so are many
Labour Party elenents, who have been induced to believe that
anti-Partitionism and social progress are synonynous in Ireland.)
That is how Andrew Barr, Jimmy Gaham etc. come to |ead Trade
unionists with whom they have no political synpathy.

The main political damage. that they do is in giving trade union
leaders in Britain a conpletely false picture of the situation
here.

WHAT poES “SUNNINGDALE” wMean?  Many,of the strikers’
" ————— representatives will say

they are against “Sunningdale”. This enables it to be said that
the strike is against power-sharing. But there are two elenents
in “Sunningdal e”: power-sharing and the Council of Ireland. It

is the Council of Ireland that is at issue in the strike. If
Rees and Orne could grasp that sinple fact they mght stop making
fools of thensel ves.

Len Mirray thinks he is defending “Sunningdal e when he wal ks with
Andrew Barr in what the nass of the workers see as a bl ackl eg
attenpt. And Andrew Barr, of course, doesn’t tell him that the
political party to which he (Barr) belongs - the Communi st Party
of lreland - opposes Sunningdale because it isn't sufficiently
anti-Partitionist. The CPl has been putting up posters calling
for return to work as an anti-Sunningdal e measure. The CPlI was
hoping for a major conflict in the Protestant conmmunity over
return to work. That would certainly have upset Sunningdal e.

Workers’ Associ ation 21st May 1974,



