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CONTROLLING THE POLICE

BANS ON MARCHES - PTA RENEWED AGAIN - ANGER OVER

RACIAL ATTACKS - OVERSEAS POLICE TRAIN IN BRITAIN

ANGER OVER RACIAL ATTACKS

The Home Secretary announced, on 
February 5, that he was ordering an inquiry 
into racialist organisations and intended to 
discuss with Chief Constables the possibility 
of setting up special police investigation 
units into racialism. This decision followed a 
meeting between William Whitelaw and a 
deputation from the Joint Committee 
against Racialism, who presented him with 

a detailed report of racial attacks from many 
different parts of the country.

The number of racial attacks reported to 
the police in London alone has risen sharply 
in the past five years. In 1975 there were 
2,690 reported incidents - of robbery, 
assault, and other violent theft - on black 
people. In 1979 this had risen to 3,827 
(Hansard, 31.12.80). Moreover, this figure 
is a gross underestimate as black people are 
widely known to be reluctant to report 
incidents to the police (see, for example, the 
evidence presented to the Royal
Commission on Criminal Procedure).

The terms of the Whitelaw inquiry have 
come in for strong criticism. It is to be 
carried out by Home Office officials who 
will ‘hold discussions’ with members of 
black organisations (Lord Belstead, Under------
Secretary of State, Home Office, Lords 
Hansard, 17.3.81).
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More importantly, the inquiry will only 
be concerned with organised fascist groups, 
like the British Movement and the National 
Front, it will not cover spontaneous attacks 
on the person and homes of the black 
community which are now commonplace 
(nor will it deal with the treatment by the 
police themselves of black people).

Whether this inquiry will have any effect 
on the growing numbers of racial attacks 
and murders is doubtful. The march of the 
10.000 people protesting at the failure to 
find the murderer of the 13 young black 
people in the fire in Deptford is indicative of 
the anger felt in the black community.

A statement, entitled, White Man, Listen, 
available from the Institute of Race 
Relations says that white people mistake the 
mood of the black community:

‘it is no good telling us that the Deptford 
fire was self-inflicted or an accident or a 
prank that went wrong: you are as quick 
to disassociate crimes on blacks from 
racism as you are to associate blacks with 
crime - no good pointing to the
infallibility of forensic evidence or the 
impartiality of police investigation. They 
are your facts, not ours. They do not add 
up to our truths, they do not speak to our 
history.

It was to bear witness to that history - 
as lived by us, not told by you - that we 
marched that Monday. The fire was its 
instigation, your indifference its
occasion. Thirteen young people are 
killed in a fire and the whole white nation 
averts its eyes. From what? From its own 
shameful complicity in the racism that 
ignited the fire?

(The statement is available from the 
Institute of Race Relations, 247 
Pentonville Road, London N.I. Send
s.a.e.)

MI5 SHAKE-UP?

Mrs Thatcher, the Prime Minister, 
announced in March that the Security 
Commission was being asked to conduct a 

review of ‘the security procedures and 
practices’ (Hansard, 26.3.81). The review is 
the government’s response to the 
allegations by Chapman Pincher in his 
book, Their Trade is Treachery, that Sir 
Roger Hollis, the head of M15 (Britain’s 
internal Security Service) between 1956 and 
1965 was working for the Soviet Union. The 
last official review was carried out in 1961-2, 
twenty years ago, and laid down the basis 
for procedures to be followed by M15 to 
stop infiltration in the wake of the Burgess, 
McLean and other defections (Security 
Procedures in the Public Service (The 
Radcliffe Report), Cmnd 1681, HMSO, 
1962). If Sir Roger Hollis was in touch with 
Soviet agents when he was Director- 
General of M15 during the period when the 
agency was completely re-organised and 
new positive vetting measures introduced, 
then he would have been a far more 
valuable source of information than all the 
previous defectors taken together.

Lord Diplock, the chairman of the 
Security Commission, will select two of the 
other seven members of the Commission to 
conduct the review. The Security 
Commission was set up in 1964 in the wake 
of the Profumo scandal (see Bulletin no 1). 

New D-G to be appointed

These latest revelations, following as they 
do the Blunt affair in 1979, could not have 
come at a more embarrassing time for the 
government (for the Blunt affair, see 
Bulletin no 15). In the next few months the 
present Director-General, Sir Howard 
Smith, is due to retire. Sir Howard Smith 
was appointed by Mr Callaghan in February 
1978 to replace Sir Michael Hanley who had 
reached retirement age. Harold Wilson’s 
distrust of what he called rightwing circles 
within M15 and Callaghan’s irritation with 
endless M15 warnings about extreme Left 
‘infiltration’ of the Labour Party led to the 
appointment of Sir Howard, a career 
diplomat from the Foreign Office, to act as a 
moderating influence. It was expected that 
the person appointed to succeed him would 
be drawn from inside M15 instead of from 
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outside: whether this will now happen is a 
matter for conjecture.

The Hollis affair has also come at a time 
when Sir Howard was near to completing 
the second internal reorganisation of M15 in 
three years. The first was secretly initiated 
by Callaghan, after Wilson’s accusations in 
1978, the second by Mrs Thatcher after the 
Blunt affair. In the summer of 1978 
Callaghan had publicly refused to hold an 
inquiry into the workings of M15 after 
Wilson’s post-retirement statements on 
rightwing elements in the organisation. But, 
during the debate on the Blunt affair in 
November 1979, Callaghan and Rees, the 
Labour Home Secretary, both stated that 
they had ordered an internal investigation 
to be carried out (Hansard, 21.11.79).

BANS ON MARCHES

In March a series of blanket bans on all 
political marches were imposed, first in 
London and then in a series of provincial 
cities. Previously, Chief Constables have 
applied for bans (under the 1936 Public 
Order Act) as a last, and rarely used, resort, 
maintaining that their forces were quite 
capable of maintaining public order. In a 
sudden, and ‘spontaneous’, change of 
policy, a number of Chief Constables have 
applied for blanket bans on political 
demonstrations, and the Home Secretary 
has sanctioned all of them.

The first ban was in London, in order to 
prevent the National Front provocatively 
marching through Lewisham in the wake of 
the Deptford murders. A 3-week ban on all 
marches in the Metropolitan Police area was 
imposed. The ban affected the
International Women’s Day march, among 
others. Plans by the NF to march in other 
cities led to bans on all marches also being 
imposed in Wolverhampton, Leeds, South 
Yorkshire and Leicester. Alan Gordon, the 
Chief Constable for Leicestershire, 
explained in an interview why he had not 
applied for a ban in 1979 when the NF 
planned a march in Leicester. This was 

because, he said, there:
‘is a fundamental philosophy that
freedom of speech and demonstration is 
one of our most cherished traditions. It is 
a very serious step indeed to curtail that 
right in the absence of overwhelming 
considerations’ (Police Review, 20.3.81). 
The most restrictive use of the blanket 

bans came in April. This time, in order to 
prevent a rally in support of the H-block 
hunger strikers, a 3-month (the maximum 
period allowed) ban was imposed in 
Strathclyde on all political demonstrations. 

The new policy of applying blanket bans 
is also a deliberate manoeuvre which 
ignores the powers given to Chief 
Constables and the Home Secretary under 
the 1936 Public Order Act. In response to 
criticisms about the ban in London, the 
Home Secretary, William Whitelaw, 
responded:

‘Under the Public Order Act as it stands, 
neither the police in their application nor 
I in giving assent to it can pick and chose a 
police area. If we have a ban, it has to be 
throughout the whole of the 
Metropolitan police area. That is under 
the Act’ (Times 6.3.81).
The non-specific use of the Act was also 

justified to State Research by a Home 
Office press spokesperson on March 9: ‘My 
understanding of the Act is that it does not 
give the discretion ... to target one march.’ 

However, as we have pointed out in the 
past (see Bulletins 4 and 5), not only does 
the 1936 Act allow for bans on marches by 
specific groups in specific areas and at 
specific times, but this provision has actually 
been used in the past. In a reply to a 
parliamentary question by Jo Richardson 
MP, then Home Secretary, Merlyn Rees, 
gave these examples: banning of march by 
specific group - Committee of 100 banned 
for 24 hours in Central London in 
September 1961; banning of marches in 
specific areas - East End of London, 24 
hours, in July 1963; St Pancras, 3-month 
ban in September 1960 (Hansard 10.3.78). 
These specific bans were made under 
Section 3 (3) of the Act, which provided for 
the banning or either ‘all public processions 
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