THE USE OF TROOPS AND POLICE IN STRIKES — JURY

VETTING — MANCHESTER’S POLICE COMPUTER — THE

SCOTTISH CRIMINAL JUSTICE BILL — THE SALT-2 TREATY

NEWS &

DEVELOPMENTS

INACCURATE POLICE
RECORDS

About one-fifth of the population has a
police record, much of which consists of
inaccuracies, gossip and hearsay. Anyone
approaching the police for help stands a
good chance of ending up on file for life.
That is the conclusion from four incidents

in which police record-keeping methods
became public. Although they all relate to
the Metropolitan Police, procedures are
such that there is unlikely to be much
deviation in other parts of the country.
Earlier this year, a detective working in
the Brixton area of London lost several
files, copies of which were eventually

passed to Time Out and the New
Statesman. The files ‘provide a unique and
chilling view of police methods of getting
information’ (Duncan Campbell, New
Statesman, August 10, 1979). Information
filed on one woman included the fact that
her car was seen outside a house being
watched by the Serious Crimes Squad,
which was reason enough to open the
dossier, though she had no connection with
the person — her car had been borrowed by
someone else. Also noted was the fact that
she had stood bail for someone, moved
house, and that her sons had been in
contact with the police. One of the sons’
files starts with a minor conviction, for
which he was fined £1, and records of
several brushes with the police, none of
which resulted in arrest or conviction. One
incident, in which he claimed to have been
roughly treated by plain clothes officers,
seems a classic sequel to his status as
‘known to police’.
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The woman’s other son, has a number of
convictions for theft and burglary — but
his file also includes the names of others,
without convictions, who are now in police
records as his ‘associates’ because they were
once stopped walking down a street with
him. Another man, who lodged with this
woman, has a police file that claims that he
is the father of a child, which he is not.

Such files, prepared locally by the
‘collator’, or local intelligence officer, and
maintained and added to by CID officers in
each of the Metropolitan police divisions,
no doubt formed the basis for the informa-
tion on potential jurors in the Persons
Unknown case. 19 out of 93 were on police
records. These details were printed by The
Guardian (September 20, 1979). The
information disclosed on the potential
jurors was drawn from the local CID
records and from the national Criminal
Records Office, where records on those
convicted of most offences are held.

The Guardian did not have any details
from Special Branch files, which were never
handed over by the prosecution
(see Jury Vetting, in this Bulletin).

Typical ‘local CID’ information was that
one person’s address was ‘believed to be a
squat’; one had made a complaint against
the police, five had been victims of crime
and four had no convictions but were
‘associates’ of criminals. Of the eight with
convictions at least four were ‘spent’ under
the Rehabilitation of Offenders Act.

Miller’s Tale

‘Criminal Intelligence’ files at Scotland
Yard contain the results of local CID work
plus the efforts of the Metropolitan police
specialist squads, and information from
other forces. These files too seem over-
full with hearsay and opinionated
comment. At the Old Bailey, Chief Super-
intendent John Groves, a Metropolitan
police officer, is on trial on corruption and
official secrets charges, arising out of his
relationship with the late Sir Eric Miller.
According to the prosecution, the official
secrets charge relates to files which he

obtained from C11, Scotland Yard’s
Criminal Intelligence section, of which
copies were passed to Sir Eric. The police
file on Sir Eric Miller himself dealt at length
with his allegedly close relationship with
MPs Sir Harold Wilson, Reginald
Maudling and Bob Mellish. According to
the file, Sir Eric had provided helicopters
for the Labour Party’s 1974 election
campaigns, and laid on hospitality for
party leaders at a London hotel owned by
his company, Peachey Properties. The file
also contained the comment that Sir Eric
was ‘a very unpleasant person who would
screw anyone for a buck’ — as nasty a piece
of hearsay as ever passed for a police file.
The existence and content of the file is not
contested by the defence. But its accuracy
may be indicated by the fact that Bob
Mellish MP employed a barrister to record
in court that the allegations in the file that
he had attended Sir Eric’s daughter’s
wedding and knew him closely, were not
true. He had never met him.

Much local CID work, and some higher
level police work, seems therefore to be
based on records of doubtful accuracy.
Yet, if the proportion in the Persons
Unknown case is reliable, some 20 per cent
of people have police records, whereas only
eight per cent have convictions. In the
whole country, this suggests that there are
more than 10 million people on police
records — though many may only merit
their name and address on a file card. But
the police continue to compile such records,
and to trade them among different police
forces. It was reported recently that:

‘Police in F Division, which has Chelsea,
Fulham and Queen’s Park Rangers in its
area, are compiling a special black-list
detailing the wild ones. The index will
identify all known trouble-makers, those
who go to away matches, the way they
travel, and other details. Before each
away match, police will pass information
to other London districts and provincial
forces. Eventually they hope to open
files on problem fans in the other 19
clubs in the Second Division’ (Evening
Standard, 4.9.1979).
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Effectively, there is no right to privacy
for someone who the police have decided is
‘of interest’ to them, and no-one at present
has any right to correct mis-statements and
biased comments on records which form
the basis of local policing.

JURY VETTING

The practice of jury vetting has been
challenged yet again by events surrounding
the trial at the Old Bailey of six people on
charges of conspiracy to rob and possession
of arms. The ‘Persons Unknown’ case is
the latest in which the police, on behalf of
the prosecution, have investigated potential
jurors. Such vetting is standard practice in
cases where the police feel that serious
crimes have political motives, or believe
that a ‘gang’ of professional criminals is
involved. Vetting has again become an
important issue because for the first time,
the results of the police investigation of
jurors has been published, by the Guardian
on September 20, 1979.

The trial Judge, Alan King-Hamilton,
referred the Guardian story to the Director
of Public Prosecutions, describing it as ‘an
outrageous intrusion into confidential
matters, and not in the public interest.” He
discharged the jury panel, and ordered that
a new one be vetted. The Metropolitan and
City of London police are to investigate the
source of the leak.

The vetting of the 93 members of the
panel from which the Persons Unknown
jury was to be chosen was sought by the
police in accordance with guidelines drawn
up by the Attorney General in 1975, but not
made public until last year. (The Times
October 11, 1978, and Bulletin No 9). The
guidelines codified practice which had been
common for many years, but included a
statement that ‘It is open to the police
defence ... to seek the same information.’

A defence application to vet was duly
made, and on August 10, Judge Brian
Gibbens at a pre-trial hearing allowed them
to do so, and allowed legal aid funds to be
used for the private detectives who would
carry out the vetting. Not all the defendants

were happy with this in principle. It seems
clear that it could not have provided the
defendants with the same information in
the possession of the police, who,
according to the guidelines are allowed to
check at the Criminal Record Office, with
the Special Branch records (both now held
in part on national, computerised files) and
with local CID officers.

Details for the defence

At a later pre-trial hearing, Judge Gibbens
limited the amount of money which the
defence were allowed to spend on investiga-
tions, but ordered that the results of the
prosecution investigation should be handed
to the defence (Guardian, September 12,
1979). He specifically referred to the
impossibility of an ‘anarchist-minded’
person trying a case dispassionately
(Leveller, Oct. 1979). The prosecution in
the end promised to hand over only such
results of the vetting as did not refer to
‘sensitive matters’. In the event, this has
been interpreted to rule out all information
from Special Branch files, which in practice
1s the prosecution’s main basis for
challenges to the jurors.
The information published by the

Guardian is referred to at greater length in
the story ‘Inaccurate police records’, on

page 1. It refers to recorded convictions,
and public contact which members of the

jury panel had with the police, such as
reporting crimes of which they were the
victims, or making complaints against the
police.

There was no reference to membership of
political organisations, attendance at
meetings, signing petitions, or any informa-
tion of the sort which the Special Branch
are known to hold. As there are nearly
three million people on Special Branch files
out of a population of 52 million, it seems
unlikely that a random sample of 93 people
would contain no-one at all in whom the
Special Branch were interested. None of the
information printed in the Guardian would
be useful to the prosecution in determining
whether a potential juror, in the words of
the guidelines, had political convictions

State Research Bulletin (vol 3) No 14/Oct-Nov 1979/ Page 3




which were ‘of so extreme a character as to
make it reasonably likely that they will
prevent a juror from trying a case fairly.’
The publication of the partial
information has illustrated the extent to
which jury vetting is a prosecution weapon,
and the impossibility of placing the defence
on an equal footing when it is used. The
national press has expressed concern, and
one member of the original vetted jury
panel, transferred to another trial at the
Old Bailey, announced that the fact that he
had been vetted had biased him against the
prosecution. He was again discharged from
the jury (Guardian, September 25, 1979).
The vetting row will be aired in the
House of Commons when Parliament
re-assembles. Jo Richardson, MP,
Chairperson of the Labour Civil Liberties
group, is to ask the Attorney General why
the ‘Persons Unknown’ case merited jury
vetting, and the Home Secretary why the
practice is allowed to continue.
e A pamphlet from the support group for
the six people on trial, ‘Persons Unknown’,
is reviewed elsewhere in this Bulletin.

INQUIRY INTO THE DEATH
OF JAMES McGEOWN

A public inquiry is to be held into the death
of James McGeown who died from injuries
sustained while in police custody in
Glasgow in November 1978. (The circum-
stances of the death were more fully
explained in The Leveller, September 1979
and in the background paper on Special
Patrol Groups in Britain in Bulletin No 13.)
The decision by the Crown Office to hold
an inquiry one year after the death and
three months after the unsuccessful
prosecution of a police sergeant for culp-
able homicide, has clearly been influenced
by the widespread concern at the case —

a petition calling for a reopening of the case
was signed by over 4,000 people in the area
where the dead man formerly lived — and
has been welcomed by both the recently
formed James McGeown Justice
Committee and the Scottish Council for

Civil Liberties which have been calling for a
public inquiry.

The inquiry ordered, however, has been
set up in terms of the Fatal Accidents and
Sudden Deaths Inquiry (Scotland) Act 1976
and is narrower in scope than a public
inquiry ‘into any matter connected with the
policing of an area’ which could be ordered
by the Secretary of State under section 29
of the Police (Scotland) Act 1967. It is not
likely therefore to consider the broader
question of the use of Special Patrol
Groups which the SCCL feels is an
important, indeed crucial, aspect of the
McGeown case. (A report in The Scotsman
said that Strathclyde Police’s equivalent of
the SPG, the Support Unit, was involved in
the apprehension of McGeown and were
responsible for taking him to the police
station, and that the sergeant who was
eventually prosecuted was at the time
attached to the Unit. This has now been
denied by the police.) In a letter to the
Secretary of State for Scotland, George
Younger, calling for an inquiry, SCCL said
“This ““fire brigade’’ style of law enforce-
ment leads readily to excessive and
dangerous use of violence, and represents a
threat to public safety, and to the relation-
ship between the public and the police.’

A Fatal Accident and Sudden Death
Inquiry is usually held into a death result-
ing from an accident at work, one which is
suspicious or unexplained or a death in
legal custody, although where criminal
proceedings have established the circum-
stances of death an inquiry will not usually
be held. Clearly in this case the criminal
proceedings which did take place raised,
but did not answer, a whole series of
questions relating to the circumstances of
the death. The inquiry, which will probably
take place in November, will involve a
rehearing of all the relevant evidence and,
as in a criminal trial, all those witnesses
cited to appear will have to do so. While
there is no finding of fault in such an
inquiry the presiding sheriff makes a deter-
mination setting out the cause(s) of death
and ‘the reasonable precautions, if any,
whereby the death and any accident result-
ing in the death might have been avoided’
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(section 6) as well as any other facts which Command and Control

- are relevant to the circumstances of the
death. Such a determination is not admiss-
ible as evidence in court proceedings nor
may it be founded on for such proceedings
but the inquiry may help to answer the

question of the general responsibility of the information of police resources available,

police officers in whose custody McGeown so that a more efficient and faster use of
died. resources 1s possible. Command and

A command and control system (also
known as computer-aided despatching) is
designed to collate information of incidents
and requests for police assistance with

¢ A definite date has now been set for the
Inquiry — November 19.

MANCHESTER: GO-AHEAD FOR
POLICE COMPUTER COMPLEX

Greater Manchester Council has given the
go-ahead to the Greater Manchester Police
for a massive new computer complex. The
scheme, costing an estimated £5,395,000 at
present prices, is due to start in July 1981,
and be operational by 1984 with a life
expectancy of 20 years. It will, accord-

ing to Chief Constable James Anderton, be
the largest single local computer system in
Britain and possibly in Western Europe. An
increasing number of British police forces,
particularly urban ones, are adopting
‘computer-aided policing’. This is one
element in the trend towards ‘fire-brigade’
policing.

The Manchester system will incorporate
several distinct functions: command and
control; criminal records; information
support; message handling and
management information systems. It is also
being designed for possible future
extensions such as crime reporting and
criminal intelligence.

Computerising criminal intelligence has
produced a volume of criticism, directed
mainly at the Thames Valley criminal
intelligence computer and the Metropolitan
Police ‘C’ Department computer. No doubt
mindful of this, the study for the
Manchester system said: ‘The present
political climate is not favourable to the
retention of such data on police computers.
It is of course possible that this climate may
change ... A generally open mind should be
maintained.’

control systems were first introduced in this
country in 1972 with a joint Home Office
Police Scientific Development Branch/
Birmingham City Police experiment based
in Birmingham. This was followed in 1975
by an enlarged system in Strathclyde, which
was described by the then Chief Constable
David McNee as ‘the advanced and exten-
sive use of computer equipment by any
British Police Force’ (Strathclyde Chief
Constable’s Report 1976). Since then both
Dorset and Suffolk have introduced similar.
systems. The proposed Manchester
command and control computer will cover
the entire force area, with both the Force
Control Room and the Divisional offices
having visual display units and keyboards.
The police say that it will reduce the police
response time from minutes to seconds.
The second major application planned is
the conversion of the 174,000 personal
criminal records held in the Manchester
Criminal Records Office (MANCRO).
These records, at present held manually,
are index only by name and date of birth,
and response to inquiries can take up to 17
minutes. The computer will be a fast
retrieval system, like the Police National
Computer, giving almost immediate
response, with a multi-factor search

capacity including ‘modus operandi’ and
description, and allowing the storage,
indexing and cross-referencing of a mass of
random data.

The computer will contain indexes of
traffic and minor offences, prostitutes and
juveniles who have been cautioned, finger-
prints and firearms, as well as actual
criminal records covering convictions and
sentences. These records will be drawn
from those presently held centrally by the
Greater Manchester Police, and those
informal records currently held in local
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offices, partly because the manual Criminal
Records Office has been too unwieldy for
police officers on patrol to use.

The proposed computer is of the same
type which was described by the Data
Protection Committee on its report
published last December as posing ‘a grave
threat to a person’s interests and possibly
liberties’. The Committee distinguished
between ‘information’, which is hard,
factual data such as name, date of birth,
physical description, and ‘intelligence’,
which may be speculative and unverified,
such as notes about places frequented,
associates and suspected activities. They
were concerned about the use of intelli-
gence in conjunction with information.

Information Support

Information held on the computerised
MANCRO, the Police National Computer
and other sources will be quickly and easily
available to police officers patrolling on
foot and in cars, through multi-purpose
terminals with copy facilities located
throughout the force area and linked by
radio; this is ‘information support’.

The new computer facilities are seen as
sufficiently sensitive to warrant housing in
a high security purpose-built structure, that
will have no street access at all. The only
entrance will be via a hardened passage
from the adjacent Chester Street Police
HQ. The staff will all require ‘positive
personnel clearance’ — that is, the staff will
be subjected to a form of positive vetting.
(This practice is described in Bulletin No
12).

The study which produced the plans for
this computerisation was conducted, for a
fee of £12,000, by PA Computers and
Telecommunications Ltd, a subsidiary of
PA International. They are one of the
world’s largest consultancy firms, who
have worked for governments (British,
Malaysian and Hungarian amongst others)
and large corporations such as the Ford
Foundation. They conducted a
management study of New Scotland Yard
in 1968.

CHIEF POLICE OFFICERS
ASK FOR TOUGHER
PICKETING LAWS

Picketing and public order were the main
topics discussed at this year’s annual con-
ference of the Association of Chief Police
Officers (ACPO), held at Preston in the
first week of September. The meeting
decided to press for ‘clarification’ of
picketing law, without at this stage
adopting a public position for or against
particular changes. This stance differs both
from the Superintendents Association,
which on 25 September called for tough
anti-picketing laws, and from ACPQO’s pre-
vious policy, adopted in 1975, opposing the
Labour government’s proposal to give
pickets a statutory right to stop vehicles.

For the moment, ACPO has set up a
specialist committee to draw up detailed
policies both on picketing and on public
order law generally. These will be
submitted to the government before any
legislation is proposed. The government
has already announced its intention of
banning ‘secondary’ picketing and has set
up a legal review of the Public Order Act
and related laws, following the demos at
Southall and Leicester in April this year.

The subcommittee is chaired by the new
president of ACPO, Alan Goodson, Chief
Constable of Leicestershire. In April,
Goodson deployed 5000 officers to guard a
National Front march in the heavily
immigrant city of Leicester. Goodson was
quoted at the time as saying, ‘I treat the
National Front in the same way as the
Salvation Army.’

ACPO was formed in July 1948.
Membership is open to all police officers in
England and Wales above the rank of
chief superintendent. This includes not only
the different grades of Chief Constable but
also the Metropolitan Commissioner,
Deputy, Assistant and Deputy Assistant
Commissioners and Commanders of the
Met, as well as the equivalent ranks in the
City of London force. Since 1970, it has
also included the equivalent officers in the
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Royal Ulster Constabulary.

Since 1968, ACPO has had a paid secre-
tariat at Scotland Yard, with a full-time
general secretary. This post is currently
held by Brian Morrissey, a former Assist-
ant Chief Constable of Hampshire. The
cost of the secretariat in 1978-79 was
£46,000.

ACPO is run by committees. In overall
charge is a steering committee of seven,
chaired by the president, and including the
general secretary and the Metropolitan
Commissioner. Most policy business 1s
dealt with by one of seven specialist com-
mittees, covering traffic, communications,
crime, computer development, technical
services, training and general purposes. As
in the case of public order, further ad hoc
committees are sometimes formed.

Traditionally, ACPO is regionally based.
Regional meetings of members are held
four times a year. The eight regions broadly
correspond to the eight districts estab-
lished by the Home Office in 1918 to
improve local coordination of and liaison
with the police. The regional meetings
forward resolutions and views to the secre-
tariat, which refers them to the commit-
tees, which in turn report to meetings of the
ACPO council, a body consisting of the
Metropolitan Commissioner, Chief
Constables, the national officers of ACPO
and its regional secretaries. ACPO council
meetings are also attended by three repre-
sentatives of ACPO (Scotland), and are
held four times a year. The full member-
ship of ACPO attends the annual autumn
conference.

Freedom of Manoeuvre

Like the Superintendents Association, but
unlike the Police Federation, ACPO is not
a statutory body. In July this year, the third
report of the Committee of Inquiry on the
Police, chaired by Lord Justice
Edmund-Davies, proposed that it should
stay this way. In evidence, ACPO had
strongly opposed statutory recognition. As
the report says, ‘The Associations ... have
made it clear that they would prefer to

forego statutory recognition rather than
accept regulations.’ In other words, ACPO
was keen to retain maximum freedom of
manouevre.

This desire is closely related to the
development of ACPO from its original
function as a staff association to become
also a focus for senior police opinion and,
lately, a pressure group. A Chief Inspector
interviewed by sociologist Robert Reiner
expressed what is probably the accurate
view of ACPO: ‘The Association of Chief
Police Officers is the one authoritative
body the government will go to to seek
views.’

No Interference

As long ago as 1962, a Home
Secretary — R.A. Butler — addressed an
ACPO annual conference. Now, such high-
level liaison with the Home Office is
routine. However, Robert Mark has
pointed out that ACPQO’s views ‘can be and
are safely disregarded if they do not accord
with ministerial wishes, since the legislators
can rely upon the traditional silence of the
police.” Mark believed that this reticence
allowed the other staff associations — the
Federation and the Superintendents
Association — to make ‘irresponsible and
ill-informed comment’ on matters ‘of
which they have no experience or
knowledge and for which they have no
responsibility.’ The continuing tension
which exists between the other associations
and ACPO was amply demonstrated in the
evidence to Edmund-Davies, with ACPO
determinedly fighting off any attempts to
erode the discretion and powers of Chief
Constables.

Initially, ACPO’s opinion-making function
was largely confined to regular consultation
and to the submission of evidence to
government inquiries. Police independence
from outside control has always been an
important theme. In 1962, they told the
Royal Commission on the Police that a
policeman ‘must be part of the community,
and yet at the same time it is always
dangerous to become on too intimate terms
with people to whom at any time he may
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have to apply the due process of law.’ By
1978 the annual conference was expressing
concern at attempts by local authorities to
make their Chief Constables more account-
able. And in 1976, the issue of autonomy
was raised in ACPQO’s campaign against the
government’s bill to introduce an independ-
ent element into the system of dealing with
complaints against the police. In June 1976,
ACPO telexed each of its members asking
them to take a stand for or against the bill.
The membership responded with
unanimous messages of opposition.

A similar lobbying technique was used in
1975 — with greater success — when
ACPO mobilised its members against
Michael Foot’s picketing proposals.
Picketing and public order have loomed
large in ACPQO’s emergence in recent years
as an active pressure group. In 1977,
following the Lewisham disturbances,
ACPO announced that ‘the police can no
longer prevent public disorder in the
streets’ and called for the passing of ‘a new
Public Order Act giving the police power to
control marches and demonstrations,
similar to police powers in Ulster.” At the
September 1979 conference it again debated
public order, concluding that though
officers should be given extra protection on
demonstrations, such as body armour worn
under the usual uniform, they must avoid
looking like the ‘man from Mars’ the
moment they went on ‘anti-riot duties.’

Control of juries

ACPO’s evidence to the Royal Commission
on Criminal Procedure closely follows the
more publicised proposals of Sir David
McNee, who is, of course, a prominent
ACPO member. ‘No further safeguards to
the rights of suspects need be given’ sums
up their view of police powers. In the
second volume of its evidence, it called for
easier majority verdicts in jury trials. It
argued that since magistrates can convict
on 2:1 or 3:2 majorities, juries should too.
But it would allow the present 10:2
majority to stand if there were ‘a closer
control of the selection of juries’ to remove
people who are ‘irresponsible or criminally
dishonest.’

The working party which prepared
ACPO’s evidence was chaired by Kent’s
Chief Constable, Barry Pain. In his own
annual report for 1978, Pain regretted that
some of the proposals ‘caused comment
from organisations whose main interest is
not the well-being of society.’ Pain is one of
the assertive new brand of Chief Constables
who increasingly dominate ACPO. In a
report presented to ACPO’s June meeting
with local authorities, Pain proposed that
the police should be allowed into the
classroom to run classes on ‘citizenship’.
Any heads who refused to allow this should
be overruled by education authorities.

The amalgamation of police forces in the
1960s and local government reform in the
1970s helped to create fewer Chief
Constables, with weaker local accountabi-
lity. As a result, the Chief Constables have
become more powerful. Their growing
influence and the seriousness of ACPO
reflect this change and there is every sign
that the process is far from complete.

THE SCOTTISH CRIMINAL
JUSTICE BILL

The powers of the police in Scotland are
likely to be greatly increased by a new
Scottish Criminal Justice Bill which is
presently being drafted for introduction
during the next parliamentary session. Like
the Bill published by the Labour govern-
ment in October 1978, this new Bill will
take up recommendations made by the 1975
Thomson Report concerning new powers of
detention and stop and search. As yet the
Government has refused to release details
of these new provisions, but in a recent
interview Scottish Office Minister Malcolm
Rifkind stated that the Tory Bill is to be
‘more ambitious’ than its predecessor.
Under the Labour Bill the police were to
be given: 1) a general power to detain
persons suspected of an imprisonable
offence in a police station for up to four
hours, without arrest or charge. 2) a general
power of stop and search, allowing the
police to detain suspects at places ‘other
than a police station’ in order to ascertain
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their name and address, to search them and
to obtain an explanation of their
behaviour. 3) a general power to detain
possible witnesses or persons suspected of
having information about an offence, in
order to ascertain their name and address
etc. In all cases it would be an arrestable
offence to refuse to remain with the police
officer, to refuse to give one’s name and
address or to give a false name and address
(see Bulletin No 10, page 58).

The prospect of these powers being re-
introduced, perhaps in a ‘more ambitious’
form, has provoked opposition from a
large range of groups and organisations.
Nevertheless the Government intends to
press ahead with these controversial and
far-reaching proposals while refusing to
engage in any public debate or
consultation. Thus there is every likelihood
that the Bill will become law in the coming
parliamentary session.

In response to these developments a
Campaign to Stop the Scottish Criminal
Justice Bill has been set up and is currently
mobilising support among trade unions,
political parties, and civil and minority
rights groups. The Campaign is an
umbrella organisation which aims to
co-ordinate and inform opposition to the
Bill. It is particularly opposed to the intro-
duction of powers of detention and stop
and search which it believes to be unneces-
sary, inappropriate and a grave threat to
civil rights. Its immediate aim is to press the
Scottish Office to publish its proposals in
the form of a Green Paper, in order to
allow a full and public discussion of the
important issues involved.

The address of the campaign is 58
Broughton Street, Edinburgh.

SALT-2: NEW LOOK FOR
A COLD WAR

On September 2nd, Jimmy Carter gave the
go-ahead for the spectacularly expensive
M-X missile system, in an attempt to buy
Congressional support for the ratification
of the Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty

(SALT-2). Those opposing SALT-2 claim
that a few thousand Soviet troops in Cuba
threaten US security, and that the Soviet
Union is both spending more on its military
than the US, and threatening it with a
nuclear first-strike. The Thatcher Govern-
ment presents a similar case and in this
context will make its decision, later this
year, on replacing Britain’s ‘independent’
nuclear ‘deterrent’.

The SALT-2 Treaty was signed in Vienna
in June by Brezhnev and Carter, and the
latter has pledged that the US will observe it
in any case. But the U.S. Constitution
requires its approval by a two-thirds
majority of the Senate. SALT talks began
as unofficial soundings after the 1962
Cuban missile crisis, and became official
negotiations a decade ago; they are thus the
oldest symbol of detente. As a means of
arms reduction, detente has been a total
failure. SALT-1 ran from 1972 until
October 1977, and was extended by the two
governments pending SALT-2. It limited
the number of strategic nuclear delivery
systems, and ignored the presence of some
7,000 US ‘tactical’ nukes in Europe.
(Delivery systems are land-, air-, and
submarine-launched missiles and strategic
bombers). The US had already decided that
it had enough delivery systems (see Robert
C Aldridge, The Counterforce Syndrome,
Transnational Institute, Amsterdam, 1978.
Aldridge, during his 16 years in Lockheed’s
engineering department, helped design
every submarine-launched ballistic missile
bought by the US Navy). The main effort
was directed towards increasing their
accuracy and number of warheads carried.
SALT-1 directed the arms race towards
this, without any reduction in expenditure.

In the theory of nuclear war, ‘deterrence’
depends not on the numbers of missiles or
warheads, but on ‘mutual assured destruc-
tion’, or MAD — the near certainty that if
either side unleashed a nuclear attack, it
would be unable to destroy all enemy forces
in one strike. The enemy’s surviving forces
could inflict unacceptable damage on the
‘aggressor’. MAD does not require great
accuracy. US Secretary of Defense
McNamara in the sixties defined ‘unaccept-
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able damage’ as the deaths of twenty to
twenty-five per cent of the population and
the destruction of half the industrial
capacity. Pentagon experts calculated that,
while the reliable delivery of 400 equivalent
megatons would destroy 30 per cent of the
people and 75 per cent of the industry of
the USSR, the US can deliver over 6,000
equivalent megatons. In the ‘worst case’ of
a surprise Soviet attack, there would still be
over 2,000 equivalent megatons to assure
the destruction of the Soviet Union.

Spending for insecurity

Constant increases in U.S. nuclear capabi-
lity, justified by claims that the Soviet
Union is ahead in this or that respect, have
not increased US security in the postwar
period. The bomber gap of the fifties, the
missile gap of the sixties and now the claims
that the Soviet Union has both greater
military expenditure and a strategic
counterforce advantage over the West turn
out to be equally dubious. The director of
the Stockholm International Peace
Research Institute, SIPRI, points out that
continental north America in 1945 was not
threatened with attack or invasion from
any quarter. But after spending 3,500
billion dollars since 1945 (at 1979 prices)
gaining strategic superiority, the US can be
destroyed in a matter of minutes.
‘American loss of security has been total
and expensive.’ (Frank Barnaby, New
Scientist, 23.8.1979, p581).

The 1979 SIPRI Yearbook says: ‘The
more the two great powers adapt to
counterforce nuclear doctrines the greater
the probability of a nuclear world war.’
U.S. Secretary of Defense Harold Brown’s
1980 Annual Report on the Pentagon
shows that counterforce has opened a new
world of exciting ways to die.

‘A strategy based on assured destruction
alone no longer is wholly credible ... We
now recognize that the strategic nuclear
forces can deter only a relatively narrow
range of contingencies ... (and) that a
strategy and a force structure designed

only for assured destruction is not suffi-
cient for our purposes,’ he writes.

Brown then goes on to talk of various
possibilities of actually fighting nuclear
wars as if they were realistic, even reason-
able, policy options, talking of ‘the degree
to which ‘‘hard targets’’ such as missile
silos, command bunkers, and nuclear
weapons storage sites need to be com-
pletely covered ...’ (quoted from SIPRI
Yearbook pl14).

SALT-2 will run to the end of 1985. It
limits the number of delivery systems on
either side to only 2,400 until the end of
1981, and only 2,250 thereafter. The US
has 2,058 and the Soviet Union 2,500 at
present, so only the Soviets need reduce
deployment. Of these, 1,320 may be
‘MIRVed’ — equipped with stated numbers
of warheads — or in the case of bombers,
may carry a definite number of cruise
missiles. SALT-2 also includes agreements
not to interfere with verification systems,
and only to develop, test and deploy one
new type of intercontinental ballistic missile
— which in the US case will be the M-X.
These ‘limits’ shape or control the arms
race, but they do not reduce defence
spending.

No ‘Soviet threat’

The 1979 SIPRI Yearbook challenges the

views that

— Soviet military expenditure now exceeds
that of the US.

— military expenditure takes a much
larger share than it used to of the Soviet
gross national product;

— Soviet military expenditure has, over a
long period, been rising in real terms by
at least 3 per cent a year, while military
expenditure in NATO countries has not
been rising at all.

It says: ‘These propositions are not
“‘known facts’’ > — as NATO commenta-
tors claim — ‘they are highly question-
able.’ But NATO officials, and officials of
all member governments take advantage of
the dependence of the average person on
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‘authoritative’ statements about what the
facts are to promote ‘the Soviet threat’.

The Soviet Union helps by its secrecy,
and by publishing only one global figure —
17.2 thousand million roubles — for its
military expenditure. A rouble is worth 65
cents at current exchange rates, so US
military expenditure of 105 thousand
million dollars far outweighs the Soviet
budget of 11.2 thousand million. US
agencies, of course, do not accept the
Soviet figure. They work out what the
Soviet Union has in weaponry, personnel,
support and so on, and perform a neat little
trick — which would fail any first-year
economics student. They value the numbers
of weapons and people in terms of what it
would cost the US to field the same forces.
Soviet ‘expenditure’ therefore increases,
according to the CIA/Pentagon/NATO
estimates, if the US armed forces get a pay
rise.

Relative costs are of course very differ-
ent in the two countries. Labour in
the Soviet Union is cheap, relative to
advanced technology, compared to the US.
So the USSR uses military workers to per-
form tasks which in the US are mechanised
or electronically performed. These workers
are counted as if they cost what the same
numbers of workers would cost in the US.

The procedure, SIPRI confirms, is
‘wholly invalid’. ‘Yet this invalid procedure
is the basis of the statement ... (by) political
commentators in Western countries that it
is a ‘known fact’ that Soviet military
expenditure exceeds that of the United
States.’ (SIPRI Yearbook, p30).

Cooking the books

After 1975, western intelligence agencies
abruptly reduced their estimates of the
productivity of the Soviet military procure-
ment sector. The estimate of Soviet GNP
devoted to defence thus rose from 6-8 per
cent to 11-12 per cent. SIPRI comments: ‘It
is the same bundle of goods with higher
prices put on them’.

The trend in military expenditure —
claimed by the West to be rising in the
Soviet Union, static here — is estimated

differently between the two blocs.

For the Soviet Union, a detailed product-
by-product comparison is made; improve-
ments in quality thus count as increases.
For the West, estimates are based on money
expenditure, deflated by price indices. Such
a method severely undercounts improve-
ments in quality, exaggerates the real rise in
prices (which has included improved
quality) and thus underestimates the
volume increase. SIPRI comments: ‘If, in
NATO countries, estimates of the trend in
their own military expenditure were made
in the same way as estimates for the Soviet
Union ... then it is very possible that the
““real’’ series for military expenditure in
NATO would show a rising trend as well.’

Though the European members of
NATO have not so far been involved in
SALT, the next round will specifically
address itself to European-theatre nuclear
weapons.

The Thatcher government’s decision on
replacing Polaris, then, will increase
Britain’s diplomatic bargaining chips for
SALT-3. It may also help convince the
West Germans to deploy the new version of
the US Pershing missiles. Both of these
questions have been on the agenda at recent
NATO Nuclear Planning Group meetings,
and will be central to the December meeting
of NATO Defence Ministers, the North
Atlantic Council.

Trident terror

The British government could decide not to
replace Polaris. It could decide on Cruise
missiles, which it could develop with the
French, make itself, or buy from the
Americans. It could buy more modern
submarines which would be tremendously
expensive, requiring some sort of US
subsidy like that which provided the Polaris
under the Nassau agreements — and this
would hardly increase British ‘independ-
ence’. The Poseidon submarine, the US
Navy’s Polaris replacement, is to be replaced
(assuming that the arms race remains
unlimited) by the Trident, and the Thatcher
government is considering a bid for this.
One Trident submarine will carry
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‘24 Trident-2 missiles, capable of striking
any point over half the earth’s surface.
Each missile can deliver seventeen super-
accurate MARYV (manoeuvrable
independently targeted re-entry vehicle)
warheads to within a few feet of as many
targets. With a typical payload of 75-
100 kilotons per warhead, that means
one Trident submarine will be able to
destroy 408 cities or military targets with
a blast five times that which was
unleashed over Hiroshima’ (Aldridge,
op. cit., p25-26).
One submarine, in other words, could
provide McNamara’s assured destruction.
The accuracy of the Trident makes it the
ultimate first strike weapon. Its adoption
by Britain would be an unprecedented
escalation of the Cold War, and bring
nuclear destruction nearer.

IN BRIEF

*TUC attacks SPG: the Trades Union
Congress this year unanimously passed a
motion calling for the disbanding of the
Metropolitan Police Special Patrol Group
(SPG) on the grounds that its activities
posed ‘a fundamental challenge to public
order and to the civil and political rights or
of citizens legitimately engaged in industrial
disputes and political activity’. The motion
was proposed by Alan Sapper on behalf of
the ACTT (Association of Cinematograph,
Television and Allied Technicians), and
supported by Ron Todd, National
Organiser of Transport and General
Workers’ Union. Later Bill Keys (SOGAT)
attacked the government’s refusal to hold a
public inquiry into Blair Peach’s death at
the hands of the SPG: ‘It is to be deplored
that a country which considers itself a
mature democracy can hide behind a police
inquiry. Is this because the police and the
establishment do have something to hide
from public scrutiny? If they have anything
to hide, let the truth come out at a public
inquiry’. The day after the TUC debate Sir
David McNee issued a press statement
defending the SPG.

*New police appointments: three new
police appointments have been announced.
Sir Kenneth Newman, the Chief Constable
of the Royal Ulster Constabulary, will
become the Commandant of the Police
Staff College at Bramshill on January 1.
Earlier this year the RUC came under
criticism from the Bennett Committee
which investigated the treatment and
interrogation of suspects (see Bulletin No
11). The position of Commandant has been
up-graded to match his seniority, and for
the first time the Commandant will be a
member of HM Inspectorate of Constabu-
lary (overseeing 42 forces in England and
Wales). The Chief Inspector of
Constabulary Sir Colin Woods was
appointed as the Commissioner of the
Australian Federal Police on September 1.
This newly-created Federal force was set up
following a report to the Australian govern-
ment by Sir Robert Mark recommending
the force to combat terrorism (see Bulletin
No 10). Sir Colin Woods’ successor as
Chief Inspector is Mr James Crane,
formerly head of the Scotland Yard Fraud
Squad.

*New Secretary to the Cabinet: Sir Robert
Armstrong, currently the Permanent Under
Secretary at the Home Office, is to become
Secretary to the Cabinet — one of the top
three jobs in the Civil Service. He succeeds
Sir John Hunt who has held the post for the
past six years. Sir Robert is only the sixth
holder of this office since it was created in
1917 by Lloyd George. The Secretary heads
the Cabinet Office which comprises the
Cabinet Secretariat which services the PM
and cabinet committees, the Central Policy
Review Staff (the ‘think-tank’), the
Historical Section (for preparing official
histories) and the Central Statistical Office.
Nearly 700 civil servants are employed in
the Cabinet Office (Hansard 20.5.76).

*Boost for the Territorials: following the
pay increases given to the police and the
military in May the government has decided
to increase spending on volunteer army
reservists from £4 to £12 million a year.
Most of the increased expenditure is going

Page 12/State Research Bulletin (vol 3) No 14/Oct-Nov 1979



on providing a £300 a year tax-free bounty
(previously a partly-taxable £100 a year) in
order to halt the high turnover (30% p.a.)
among the 70,000 reservists. The Territorial
Army provides just under a third of
Britain’s fully mobilised army — in the
event of war half would be assigned to the
British army on the Rhine, and half would
remain in this country for ‘home defence’.
The Territorial Army Volunteer Reserve’s
name has also been changed, back to the
“Territorial Army’. In 1967, as part of cuts
in defence spending, the Labour
government amalgamated the Territorial
Army and the Army Emergency Reserve
(Statement on Defence Estimates 1967,
Cmnd 3203).

eSouth Wales Police refused access to
traffic monitoring equipment: South
Glamorgan County Council have refused to
grant permission for the South Wales
Police to use the council’s Cardiff traffic
monitoring equipment. The Chief
Constable, Sir Gwilym Morris, originally
asked for access for general surveillance
and crime detection purposes but was
prepared to accept use limited to surveill-
ance on special occasions like royal visits,
and monitoring of operations in civil
emergencies such as floods or explosions.
The Council refused permission as such
police surveillance could, said Clir Lord
Brooks, ‘make the nightmare world of 1984
a reality’ (South Wales Echo, 14.7.79). The
County Solicitor also advised that use of
the equipment for surveillance might be
contrary to the right to privacy guaranteed
by the European Convention on Human
Rights and the UN Universal Declaration
of Human Rights. In retaliation, the police
wanted to have the equipment, which is
based in their Cardiff headquarters,
removed but have been unable to do so
since the Council has a lease.

*Eldon Griffiths re-appointed as police
adviser: Mr Eldon Griffiths, Conservative
MP for Bury St Edmunds, has been re-
appointed as the Parliamentary Consult-
ant and Adviser to the Police Federation.
This decision has broken with the tradition

that the Federation’s parliamentary adviser
1s drawn from the opposition party. The
first person appointed to this post when it
was created in 1955 was Mr Callaghan; he
held it until 1964. Mr Griffiths held the post
between 1964 and 1970, and Labour MP
Mr Alf Morris from 1970 until 1974. Mr
Griffiths returned to the post in 1974, and it
was expected that a Labour MP would be
given the job after the General Election.
The Police Federation is the rank-and-file
police organisation with over 100,000
members.

eDoctors and nurses to refuse information
to police: having received ‘countless’
complaints from doctors who had been
asked by the police to provide information
on patients, the British Medical Association
(BMA) took the unprecedented step of
urging doctors not to comply with these
requests. A BMA spokesperson said:
‘Disclosure of information without consent
and in the absence of a court order would
be to the detriment of patients and would
destroy a fundamental principle in
medicine. Worried doctors tell us the police
are attempting to use National Health
Service resources in their search for
suspects’ (Daily Star 3.8.79). The BMA
also published two letters seeking informa-
tion on suspects for the police, one from a
detective inspector in a regional crime squad.

e A belated correction: in the background
paper on the police in West Germany
(Bulletin No 11), we said that the recorded
capacity of the Federal Criminal Office
(BKA) computer system, INPOL, was 1440
kilobytes, and that one kilobyte was
1,000,000,000 pieces of information. This
was wrong. The figure of 1440 kilobytes
refers only to the central store of the
system, and as each byte is roughly equiva-
lent to a character — letter or numeral —
this gives a capacity of about 1.5 million
characters. But the disc storage capacity
(the files) is much larger; as we said, around
400,000 booksized pages. This comes out to
between 1,000 and 2,000 million characters.
The capacity of the British Police National
Computer is 8,000 million characters.
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THE USE OF TROOPS AND POLICE IN STRIKES

The sight of troops on the streets of Britain
1s now a fairly familiar sight. Familiarity,
however, disguises the reality. A machinery
has been created for the armed forces to be
brought in to act in the civil sphere of
society in order to break strikes. The police
too have stepped over the traditional
boundary of solely acting to enforce ‘public
order’ during industrial disputes, and have
actually replaced striking workers in the
same way as troops.

This background paper is concerned with
the state’s machinery to break or pre-empt
strikes. It deals with situations ranging
from the initial threat of a withdrawal of
labour by a group of workers up to the
point where a ‘state of emergency’ is
declared. When a ‘state of emergency’ is
proclaimed, a distinctly different
machinéry is set in motion. This begins with
the activation of the Regional Seats of
Government (RSGs) and the appointment
of Regional Commissioners. The last time
this happened was when Mr Heath ‘pushed
the button’ in December 1973 (see Bulletin
No 8, Background Paper on ‘Civil Defence
or Internal Defence?’).

Democracy, the constitution and the right
to strike

The use of troops and police to intervene in
strikes has brought changes in state practice
which undermine some of the fundamental
assumptions of liberal democracy, and
which present governments and the state
with problems of legitimation — public
acceptance of their new practices.

The first assumption is that the basic
chain of democratic accountability is
through Ministers (the government) to

parliament, and parliament to the people.
In fact, and this is by no means limited to
the field under consideration, state
agencies, like the police, the armed forces
and senior civil servants, exercise con-
siderably greater control over the govern-
ment of the day than parliament and the
people. One example in this field stands
out. A secret, and complex, machinery to
organise strike-breaking — which involves
the Cabinet Office, the Home Office, the
Ministry of Defence, the police, the
military, and the security services — has
been created but never sanctioned by
parliament.

The second assumption in question is the
constitutional status of the new practices.
Britain as is well-known has what is called
an ‘unwritten constitution’ which tradition
sees as a strength compared to written
constitutions (as in the USA). The British
constitution is determined by accepted
practice, which is partly formalised and
partly based on historical precedent (see
Richard Crossman’s Introduction to
Bagehot’s The British Constitution,
Fontana). More precisely the constitution is
a combination of: i) statute law, i.e. an Act
passed by parliament; ii) common law
precedents, accumulated since feudal times;
1i1) the exercise of the ‘royal prerogative’ by
Ministers acting by ‘order-in-council’ on
behalf of the monarch; iv) the most vague
area of all that can only be described as
conventions historically accepted either by
default or consensus which can be changed.
An example of the latter was the decision to
redefine which authority had the power to
call in troops. It was taken from demo-
cratically-elected mayors and given to the
Home Secretary, by a change of Army
Regulations in the mid-1970s. Although
this was in contradiction to common law
precedent it has not been challenged in the
courts or parliament and therefore now
stands as the constitutional position.

The constitution places no limits on
action by governments and the state to
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intervene to break strikes. Even the main
Act of parliament governing the use of
troops in strikes — the 1920 Emergency
Powers Act — has been by-passed and the
common law position ignored by
Ministerial use of the ‘royal prerogative’.

The third assumption of liberal
democracy at stake is the right to strike.
Established by the historical struggle of the
British working class though not embodied
in law it constitutes part of the fabric of
liberal democracy. It was part of a
historical settlement — as much as the right
to vote and the creation of the welfare state
between capital and labour. Striking is not
a sudden seizure of power by trade
unionists but part of this historical settle-
ment, accepted by the Conservative as well
as the Labour Party (see The Conservative
Nation by Andrew Gamble, Routledge,
1974). Moreover, the popular notion that
the ‘post-war consensus’ between the two
major parties is breaking down ignores the
historical struggle that led to that
consensus.

Each of these assumptions either no
longer holds or is under threat. Changes in
this field rely not on open parliamentary
approval or past constitutional authority
but on the ‘engineering of consent’
(legitimation) through the media, and a
tacit assumption that parliament will not
intervene.

The constitutional position

The constitutional position on the use of
troops and police to replace workers on
strike is exceptionally unclear, to the extent
that at present there are few if any limits on
their use. As one commentator remarked
‘constitutional rules reflect what politicians
can get away with’ (G. Marshall, The
Armed Forces and Industrial Disputes in
the UK, in Armed Forces and Society,
February 1979). There are, in theory, limits
placed on the use of troops in strikes —
two Acts of parliament, Queen’s
Regulations for the Army, and common
law.

The main statute on the use of troops in
strikes is the 1920 Emergency Powers Act,

which allows for the declaration of a ‘state
of emergency’ when it appears to the
government that ‘the essential services of
the country are threatened’. Two aspects of
the Act are important. First, the intention
in passing the Act was to authorise the
employment of troops in industrial dis-
putes, while ensuring parliamentary control
over their use. The declaration of
emergency and the new powers taken by the
government, known as Regulations, have
to be agreed by parliament and renewed
every month. Second, the Act laid down
when a government could, by declaring a
state of emergency, assume these new
powers. Namely, where a dispute would
interfere with:

‘the supply and distribution of food,

water, fuel, or light, or with the means of

locomotion, to deprive the community,
or any substantial portion of the com-
munity, of the essentials of life’.

The 1920 Act has been used on 11
occasions, the last four being under the
1970-74 Heath government when four
declarations of a ‘state of emergency’ were
issued. Only in 7 of the 11 ‘emergencies’
have troops actually been used.

The 1964 Emergency Powers Act
amended the 1920 Act. Its main provision
(section 2) made permanent a wartime
Regulation which allowed for the use of the
armed forces, at the direction of the
Defence Council, for:

‘agricultural work or other work, being

urgent work of national importance’.
The intention behind the 1964 Act was to
regularise post-war practice in using troops
for natural disasters. The Act, because it
seemed uncontentious, passed quickly
through parliament without opposition.
The situation was therefore generally
understood to be that the 1920 Act allowed
the government to employ troops on a
national scale, while the 1964 Act allowed
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