
THE BRITISH ARMY: 25 YEARS OF ILLEGALITY

BRIXTON: NEW FACTS EMERGE - BRITISH COUPS

MILITARISATION OF SPACE - CHALLENGING PUBLIC ORDER BANS

GLC DROPS WAR PLANNING

Britain’s largest local authority, the Greater 
London Council, has called a halt to its 
nuclear war contingency planning. The new 
ruling GLC Labour group announced on 
May zO that it will ask full council to refuse 
to fulfil its statutory civil defence functions, 
despite the fact that the government has 
enforcement powers include being able to 
send in commissioners to do the work at the 
ratepayers’ expense. All civil defence 

planning has now stopped, pending the full 
council’s ratification. 

Illtyd Harrington, deputy leader of the 
Labour group, said:

‘We are not going to play any part in the 
nonsensical fallacy that we could be part 
of a nuclear retaliatory strategy. We 
believe that it is a farce, a waste of public 
money and invites danger. What we are 
challenging is the government's absurd 
cosmetic approch to Armaggedon.’ 
All work on implementing the 

government’s August 1980 Civil Defence 
Review has stopped, civil defence training 
and exercises have been scrapped, all 
maintenance and improvement work on the 
four Group Controls (London regional 
bunkers) has been halted, planning for the 
unbuilt fifth control stopped and 
preparation of the London War Emergency 
Plan brought to a halt.

‘Instead we plan to switch our resources 
away from nuclear war preparations and
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towards providing London with the best 
possible protection from civil emergencies 
and disasters,’ said Mr Harrington. ‘This 
will be based on the work already being 
done to protect Londoners from the very 
real threat of a Thames flood.’

The GLC’s responsibilities to undertake 
civil defence measures stem in the main 
from the Civil Defence (Planning) 
Regulations 1974, made under the Civil 
Defence Act 1948. Under these regulations 
it is the duty of the GLC to make plans for a 
wide variety of war-related purposes, and, 
at the request of the appropriate 
government minister, to take preparatory 
steps to ensure that the plans can be carried 
out and, if necessary, to carry them out. 

The wording of the regulations is
sufficiently vague, however, as to allow the 
GLC to argue over what it is that the 
government can actually force them to do. 
And, of course, any plans that are produced 
do not have to accept the government’s line 
on civil defence - the GLC could probably 
quite legally distribute CND material as its 
civil defence plans.

It is clear, however, that the government 
does have the power under the Civil 
Defence (General) Regulations 1949 and 
Civil Defence (Grant) Regulations 1953 as 
amended to send in commissioners to do the 
prescribed work.

The GLC’s civil defence budget for this 
year has been fixed at £706,000.

GLC officers, worried over the probable 
disappearance of the civil defence planning 
organisation that had blossomed inside 
County Hall under the Tories, complained 
to the Labour group:

‘The London boroughs could be deprived 
of the essential framework on which their 
war plans are based. Without stimulus 
from the GLC it is likely that, in many 
cases, civil defence preparedness in the 
boroughs would cease or be carried out at 
a reduced level.’ 
Which is presumably just what the 

Labour group had in mind.

MILITARISATION OF SPACE

The Soviet killer satellite test in March is 
alarming for the United States military 
because of the Pentagon’s immense and 
growing dependence on satellites; but it is of

much less military importance than April’s 
first launch of the US Space Shuttle.

The killer satellite system tested by the 
Russians is a relatively simple machine using 
technology resembling that used in the US 
Calsphere tests in the 1960’s, where 
satellites hunted each other. Others like it 
have been tested by the USSR for over a 
decade. The system simply consists of a 
satellite equipped with radar to allow it to 
track its target and a large explosive charge 
which blows up both target and attacker 
when the two are within close proximity. 
The latest intercept was carried out on 
March 14 and was the third in ten months. 

The Russian test has to be seen in the 
context of the US Military’s dependence on 
space. Communications, weather 
forecasting, espionage, early warning of 
ballistic missile attack, and other functions, 
including navigation and missile targeting, 
are all carried out with or by satellites. Over 
the next decade the US hopes to complete 
its Navstar navigation system, a key part of 
future US military operations worldwide, 
especially for navigation, and in the longer 
term the US Air Force and other armed 
forces plan to acquire large manned orbiting 
platforms in space for communications, 
espionage, and other roles.

Although the USSR does have military 
satellites, their use is mainly restricted to 
espionage. The Soviet requirement for 
military satellite communications is much 
smaller than the USA’s because its global 
military activities are much smaller. So the 
US fear is that its satellites could be 
vulnerable to Soviet attack in wartime and 
that it might have no means of retaliation. 

This is the main rationale for the vastly 
increased US funding for laser and particle 
beam weapons for use in space. The first 
flight of the Talon Gold space laser system, 
using a low powered test laser, is planned by 
the USA for 1985. Enough of these 
weapons spread about in space could allow 
the primitive Soviet space mines to be 
destroyed before they were able to damage 
US satellites. The problem is making this 
counter-counter measure work. Lasers and 
particle beam weapons operate mainly by 
attacking satellite solar power systems
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which the killer satellites, like other military 
satellites, almost certainly do not use for 
fear of just such weapons.

The American armed forces are now 
planning to put many more military 
satellites into orbit (the scare over the 
March 14 Soviet test may allow them to get 
the extra Navstar satellites they want), and 
to use the Shuttle to give them much more 
rapid satellite launches during emergencies. 

In addition the US Air Force plans some 
time this century to obtain instantly 
launchable ‘space planes’ which would take 
off and land on a conventional runway 
allowing even faster space launches in 
emergencies. This would reduce US 
vulnerability to killer satellites. To add to 
US emergency capacity in space, there are 
plans for each US missile submarine to carry 
a standard communication satellite for 
immediate launch in wartime.

Given that the US military has a large 
share of the Shuttle’s launch schedules - its 
design was dictated by military interests, not 
by the civilian agency NASA which runs the 
flights - and that the USSR is also stepping 
up its military space activities, a new round 
of diplomacy about military activities in 
space is a near certainty.

Sweden and other powers want the 1967 
Outer Space Treaty tightened up. At the 
moment the treaty only forbids siting 
weapons and military bases on the Moon 
and celestial objects and placing nuclear 
weapons in orbit - both of which the military 
has no interest in doing.

The best available book on war in space is 
Outer Space: Battlefield of the Future? by 
the Stockholm International Peace
Research Institute, Taylor and Francis, £8. 
There is also a chapter on military uses of 
space in Space by Martin Ince, published in 
March this year by Sphere, £1.50.

DEFENCE ‘CUTS’ INCREASE 
MILITARY SPENDING

The government and the Ministry of 
Defence have again understated the true 
cost of the defence budget. And for the first

time in recent years more of the armed 
forces’ money is to be spent on weapons and 
equipment than personnel.

These facts emerge from an examination 
of the 1981 Statement on the Defence 
Estimates (commonly called the Defence 
White Paper, Cmnd 8212, two volumes, £5 
each) published on April 15,1981.

The MoD-preferred figure for the cost of 
the defence budget for the year 1981/2 is 
£12,273.8m, a 13.8% increase on their 
1980/1 figure of £10,784.5m. But in fact the 
true budget cost for the coming year is 
£12,668.2m, £394.4m more than the MoD’s 
preferred figure, and 14% more than last 
year’s true cost of £11,112.6m (See Bulletin 
no 18 for details of the 1980 Estimates).

The MoD lowers the £12,668.2m figure to 
£12,273.8m by leaving out - as it does every 
year now - the cost of military aid to 
overseas countries (£11.4m in 1981/2), 
accommodation (£66m), rates (£92.7m), 
home publicity (£7.5m) and civil 
superannuation (£248.8m). A series of 
other small adjustments produce the true 
final figure for 1981/2 military expenditure 
of £12,668.2m (see Defence White Paper, 
Volume 2, table 2.3).

For the first time for many years a higher 
proportion of this military budget is to be 
spent on weapons and equipment than on 
the people who use them, reflecting the 
growing influence of the weapons
manufacturers over the military decision­
makers. In 1976/7, for example, 
expenditure on personnel (£2,864m) was 
34.0% above that on equipment (£2,138m). 
By 1980/1, however, personnel spending 
(£4,527m) was only 4.4% up on equipment 
(£4,336m), while in 1981/2 the position will 
be reversed, with personnel expenditure 
(£4.942m) actually falling 8.3% below that 
on equipment (£5,352m).

The military have benefitted enormously 
from two years of Tory government. The
1974-79 Labour government set its last 
defence budget (1978/9, expiring summer
1979) at a true cost of £7,212.8m. The 12 
months after the election of the Tories in 
May 1979 saw this increased by 23.2% to 
£8,885.3m (true figure) and the 1980/1 
Defence Estimates pushed this up by a 
further 25.1% to £11,112.6m (true figure).
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