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document, prepared by a Brigadier J.M. 
Glover of the Defence Intelligence Staff, 
had fallen into the hands of the Provisional 
IRA. It is believed that certain parts were 
more critical of the IRA than those pub­
lished in An Phoblacht. But even a reading 
of the published sections makes it clear that 
the contents were of much greater interest 
than the fact of their illegal publication. 

The incident provided a good example of 
how the Official Secrets Act, in 
conjunction with the D-notice system, 
operates. It is impossible to prevent a paper 
publishing material if it really wishes to, 
particularly if it is a spectacular event where 
rival publications are also likely to be in the 
field. But attention can be drawn away 
from the more damaging aspects of a 
breach of official secrecy. The D-notices 
cannot preclude such re-publication from 
foreign or unofficial sources, but most of 
them ‘request’ editors ‘not to elaborate’ on 
information so published. These disciplines 
evidently came into play in this case. The 
papers minimised the enormous gap 
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THE ARMY LINE ON
NORTHERN IRELAND

Both the discrepancy between reality and 
what politicians say about Northern 
Ireland, particularly about the Provisional 
IRA, and the extent to which the Army, 
rather than the politicians, control what is 
done about the province, was clearly high­
lighted when the Provisional Sinn Fein 
paper An Phoblacht-Republican News 
published extracts from an Army 
intelligence document, ‘Northern
Ireland — future terrorist trends’, on May 
12,1979.

Discussion of the document in the British 
press was limited, its actual contents being 
referred to fleetingly in the national papers. 
Most of their attention centred on how the 
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between official statements on the IRA, 
and the reality which the Army perceives. 
They concentrated on the theft of the docu­
ment, and whether it would damage the 
military campaign against the IRA. The 
breach of secrecy became more important 
than the secret itself.

Two things stand out from the 
document, which is dated December 15, 
1978. Firstly, the Army does not believe 
that it is facing criminal hooligans, working 
under the guidance of bosses who benefit 
by preying on the community and deriving 
their support from terror. It details the 
political aims of the IRA, and says of its 
leadership: ‘It is essentially a working­
class organisation based on the ghetto areas 
of the cities and poorer rural areas. Thus if 
members of the middle class or graduates 
become more deeply involved, they have to 
forfeit their lifestyle and privileges.’ Of the 
IRA’s membership, the Army document 
says: ‘Our evidence of the calibre... does 
not support the view that they are mindless 
hooligans ... PIRA now trains and uses its 
members with some care. The Active 
Service units (ASUs) are manned by terror­
ists tempered by up to ten years’ of 
operational experience.’

On the IRA’s tactics, the Army believes 
that ‘attacks on commercial property... 
inflict high cost damage and expose the 
inadequacy of the Security Forces.’ The 
report notes that ‘there have... been few 
attacks on the families of either soldiers or 
the RUC,’ and predicts that the IRA will be 
able to ‘raise violence intermittently to at 
least the level of early 1978 for the foresee­
able future’, and also that ‘the IRA will 
attempt to equip itself with better and 
heavier weapons, including machine pistols 
and anti-aircraft missiles.’

The tone of the account of the Intelli­
gence Report in An Phoblacht makes it 
clear that the Provisional IRA agree with 
Brigadier Glover’s assessment of their 
capabilities, which is so much at variance 
with what British politicians of both parties 
say, and with the way in which the British 
media report Northern Ireland. Official 
secrecy ensures that those involved are well 
aware of the situation, while the British 

public, which is financing the war, is kept 
in the dark.

The report considers the various options 
available (except the withdrawal of British 
troops) and rules them all out. It concludes 
that ‘the Provisionals’ campaign of 
violence is likely to continue while the 
British remain in Northern Ireland. We see 
little prospect of a political development of 
a kind which would seriously undermine 
the Provisionals’ position.’ This was 
written by an Army officer who was well 
aware that within ten months of his writing 
it, there was bound to be a general elec­
tion; yet he knew there would be no change 
in policy. As Mrs Thatcher said during the 
campaign, Northern Ireland has been ‘kept 
out of party politics’.

The document predicts that the IRA will 
have the manpower to sustain its activities 
at least until 1983. The Army and leading 
politicians of both parties will evidently 
allow this situation to continue. Captain 
Michael Biggs, the former Army captain 
who was granted a discharge on May 6,
1979 because of his opposition to military 
tactics in Ireland, sought to leave the Army 
because he found it impossible to com­
municate with local people. Time Out 
(April 13, 1979) and Computing (April 12) 
both printed articles indicating that most 
details of the lives of 40 per cent of the 
population of Northern Ireland are now 
stored on an Army computer.

The British government is clearly not 
telling the truth about what is happening in 
Northern Ireland. And undisturbed by any 
informed debate at home, the Army is con­
tent to continue with its present role, 
apparently indefinitely.

POLICING DEMONSTRATIONS

The death of an anti-fascist demonstrator, 
Blair Peach, and the serious injuries 
inflicted on at least one other, Clarence 
Barker, at the anti-National Front 
demonstration at Southall, London on
April 23 raises serious questions about 
recent tactics adopted by the police in 
handling demonstrations. At Southall they 
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used a tactic, the deliberate use of violence 
against demonstrators, more akin to 
continental policing than the traditional 
British model of containment. Police 
violence doled out as a deterrent rather 
than on arrest and trial rests on the concept 
of arbitrary punishment not the rule of law. 
A senior delegate to the Police Federation 
Conference in May was loudly applauded 
when he endorsed this idea. People on 
demonstrations, he said, must expect to get 
hurt. And killed?

The question of public order has come to 
be defined in terms of the conflict between 
the ‘right’ of the NF to propagate racist and 
fascist ideas and the right of anti-racists 
and anti-fascists to express theirs. Police 
chiefs, far from standing neutrally in the 
middle between two groups of ‘extremists’ 
have shown great partiality in the use of 
their powers to recommend bans on 
marches. The police, under the 1936 Public 
Order Act, have the power to recommend 
that a particular march be banned. In 
London the Home Secretary, and outside 
the police authority, have the power to 
ratify this decision. It is unlikely that a 
police-requested ban would be refused. But 
police have been particularly reluctant to 
use this power even where the NF, as a 
deliberate act of provocation, choose to 
propagate their views in areas where the 
black community has been subject to 
sustained racist attacks and even murders. 

It has yet to be finally decided whether 
NF election meetings are within the 
requirements of the Representation of the 
People Acts that they be open to the public 
at large. In London, Brent Council, 
Labour-controlled, refused to let them
meet, but Conservative-controlled Ealing 
allowed the NF the use of Southall Town 
Hall. While the decision to allow the NF the 
use of local authority halls for meetings 
rested with the local councils, the tactics 
used by the police to break up anti-fascist 
demonstrations are their responsibility 
alone.

Police tactics

At Leicester, police released their dogs to 

disperse anti-fascist demonstrators. In 
Glasgow, while police failed to provide 
adequate protection to a Troops Out 
march — which was violently attacked and 
broken up by Loyalists — the following 
week the same force had 1000 officers on 
duty to face 500 peaceful anti-facist 
demonstrators as 15 NF members met in a 
Glasgow school. On this occasion, the press 
noted ‘Special Branch officers with cine 
cameras picking out ringleaders’ (of the 
anti-fascists). (Daily Record, 2.5.79).

At the Southall meeting, 59 NF 
supporters attended; only four members of 
the public were admitted; and the ‘nigger­
loving’ ‘Daily Mirror’ reporter was 
excluded. 340 people were arrested, the 
largest number in a single day since the 
Committee of 100 demonstrations in 1961. 
Of those arrested, 95% were Asians, and 
95 % lived locally. The facts directly 
contradict the version presented by the press, 
the then Prime Minister and Home 
Secretary, who relied exclusively on the 
Metropolitan police claim that the trouble 
was caused by ‘outside’ agitators. The ‘New 
Statesman commented:

‘When National Front members come 
from outside Southall to attend a 
meeting, that’s “democracy”. When 
thousands of police are drafted in from 
other areas, they are “safeguarding 
democracy”. When a few anti-racists 
travel to Southall, they are threatening 
“democracy” ’
(New Statesman, 4.5.79).

Thousands of members of the Asian 
community in Southall took to the streets 
to express their disgust and anger after 
sustained attacks and murders in the area, 
and were supported by a few hundred white 
anti-racists.

Unprepared for the scale of local 
opposition to the NF, police spent the 
afternoon of April 23 harassing groups of 
Asians, mainly youth, who gathered on the 
streets.Despite making large numbers of 
arrests, they failed to break up the protests. 
As the evening — and the NF 
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