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NOTE Of DISCUSSIONS BETWEEN THf: SOCRETARY,fJf' STATE AND TRE IRISH 

tlINISTER FOO. JUSTICE IN IVEACff HOUSE, DUBLIN ~<. ~~~.IB gee 

( Gc.':; 

The Secretary of State IlIet Hr NOOnan, 

,~ 
f 11 ~/~Nl934 

in Dublin on 10 January to di5CUSS security co-operation. The dis­

cussions were held at Iveagh House~ the De~rt~nt of Foreign Affairs, 

and lasted frOJft .( to 8 PIl'I. The Secretary of State had a private 

meeting ~ith Hr Noonan for about an hour, followed by a plenary 

session with officials, and a discussion over dinner. Those present 

at the plenary seSsion and ~t dinner were:-

secretary of State Minister: for Just:1ce 

KM Ambassador Hr Ward 

Kr Bourn Hr Donnelly 

Hr 1\ngel Mr Lillis 

"r Holt Mr J<irby 

Hr Lyon Mr O'Leary 

Prh.-ate Meeting 

2. The Secretary of State reported that Hr Noonl1n h~d been 

r-elatively cautious and unforthcoming at their priVAte meeting_ lIe 

had been mast concerned that ne~s of the meeting had leaked to the 

press and that they had appeared to be well briefed On the issues of 

poli,=e co-operation which "'''ere to be discusae-d. Be believed the 

b~iefin9 had , come from Belfast. Security co-operation ~as extremely 

sensitive for his government and the leaks had been e~arrassin9 fOl 

hi~. If further reports of their discu8~ion were to be appebr in tht 

press this would adversely affect his views on further meetings. 

3. Tt,e Secretary of Stltte said that he "''''$ sure no brief ing had COil> : 

frol'Q ur Govenrment source15. But he could not prevent press speculal1 D JI 

... lr, further discussion. the Secrelary of State reported that. t.he 

followjng main issues had been ralsed:-
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..clli~FlUE;~TJAL 

(1) The Nangle Affai~. Nr Noonan ~id that this vas 

essentially a ~~ter for the polic~ and not for the 

90vern~nt. But the incoming government had not been 

~nformed of a meeting between the Chief Constable; 

Hr Forbes, Mr Ain6worth. and Hr MCLaU<Jhl1.n which he 

said had taken place in J~nu~ry 1983 _ This inevitably 

raised suspicions. He did not believe the Chief 

Constable had been as torthcoaing lat~erly as he had 

been when the issue waS initially raie~ ylth him: He 

suspected an Irish Ti~s article published on 7 Janu~ry 

1984 h~d been based on briefing froa the Chief Cons t abLe . 

~is was embarrassing, and had further upset the 

CO)MIi$sioner. The Secretary of state slIid that the RUC 

could only act on fiI"l'A e'\Tidence and, despit.e requests, 

none had so far been produced. He hoped that Hr Hooms o 

woUld appreciate that the UX authorities had taken thi s 

matter as far as t.hey could on the Dalerial vith vhich 

they had been suppl~ed and th4t the Irish would not f~el 

it nece$sacy to continue to raise this matter in gene ral 

terms at the IOOst senior levels.· 

(.1 0 Co-operation between Chief!S of Police. The Secretary "t 

St~te said that it was difficult to continue to affj~ 

good rela~lons between the RUC and the Garda if the 

Chiefs of Police did not Rleet. He vas prepared to bS\... 

the Chief Constable to write again to the Commissioner 

seeking a ae.eting, . but the Commissioner had not even 

replied to recent conCiliatory letters from the Chief 

Constable. ltr Noonan said that he did not believe 

co-operation vas depe.nden~ on meetings between the Chi ~ f .. 

of Police. He did not rule out a ~etlng at so~e st dge. 

at which he thought it better for his departJAent not 1.:1 

be represented, but A good deal of w4ter still neede d to 

pass under the bridge before such A meeting could 

appropriately be held. 

(ii i. Anti-terrorist Operations. Mr Noonan said that he tho l.lg :. 

Mary Holland had bee n wrong to suggest In 8 recent ~Lt!CI 

that ·people 1n 50lllC (lreas oC the Republic did not .wpport 
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the Ga~da ~n s~ekin9 out terrorists. But he accepted 

that Dom1nic KcGlinchey h~d a network of safe houses, 

althoU9h he ~4S confident he would be cbught. He beli o v ~d 

e8capees from the Maze Prison had been active in the 

kidnapping of Mr Don Tldey. Re referred also to recent 

infor~tiOn about a company which had received a ran50~ 

detnand. 

(iv' ~revent~ve DetfOIltion. Hr Noonan said that it. vould b e 

difficult for his Government to introduce preventive 

detention. He thought anyway that the Secretary of St (;l t~: 

~as against it. The Secretary of State said that t.his 

~a5 nat a matter of principle. Like proscription, the 

Government would Wish to consider it very seriously for 

Northern Ireland if the trish Government were to decide 

to introduce it in the Republic. 

!J 11\ c o n clusion, the Secretary of State e!llphas1sed that the 

c ,!rcc nt di~cusslons were held in nO spirit of criticis~ or point 

5 c oring. '1'hey were intended to see whether they could work more 

cl.osely t.c~et.her t-o deal with the common encnty of t:erroriSllt. He hopr.~ d 

it. "wot.ld t.e possible to have a furtheJ" meeting with the P'!in1ster in 

due cc"u ("se. 

6 _ . ;r NConan did not rule out the possibil ity of a further meet ing. 

but t lE e mphasised the difficulties which a;uch meetings held for him. 

7. 1he Secretary of State and Hr NOOnan discussed the follow i n 9 

5~bjects with officials pre sent. 

6 . Afte"y discussion, t.he Secretary of State a.nd Mr Noonan lJ9n~t'J Ol~ 

the follow i ng R£a5ures to enhance poli c e co-operatlon;-
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(i) Re-gular Meetings of Pol ice Sllperintendents in border 

areas. ~he Secretary of State said that, following n 

re-organlsatlon of RUC Divisions, operational matters 

were nov dealt with in the RUC ~t $ub-divisional level. 

&xcept in the Armagh area it would be necesSAry t.o 

no~inate Superintendents to conduct liaison with the 

Garda in the other three bor der ~reas. He l.IOuld arrange 

fOr these nominations to be made as soon as possible. 

tU) Headquarters Liaison Officer. Hr Noonan agreed that. 

while border Superintende.nts could deal with liaison 

in these areas, it was desirable t.o DOJninate .an office r 

at Chief Superintendent level in the relevant police 

headquarLers to liaise on wider matters. It vas lmpor tMlt 

for the secur1 ty of the Gan1A off i cer concerned. hmrever, 

that the officer nominated should not be asked to exercise 

this function for long periods. The Secretary of State 

accepted the point. 

(i1i) Periodic meeting~ of border Chief Superintendents 

responsible for tha border area. It ~as agreed that 

the frequency of such meetings would be a ~tter for the 

officers concerned, but it. ~as expect~ that they would 

~et about three to four. tl~es a year . 

'1 _ In con.: lusion. it was b9r~e<l that the Department of Just.ice 

J V .JJ d infor". the COJrMi&sioner and t.he NIO would inforn t:.he Chief 

Con s table ot these arrangements. For the security of the officers 

~~\cerned< n o announce~nt should be ~bde of the arrangepents, 

a nd they ~hould not be publicly identified. ~he Chiefs ot Police 

ohould be a s ked first to no~lnate a headquorters liaison officer. 

It would Le for hi~ to activltate liaison arrangements at 

Superintende nt And Chief Superintendent levels In the border area. 

Insurance f 0 r Rans~ VictiMS 

10. Mr Noon an saId t.hat the ri.k o f kidnapp ing waS increase d it 

companies insured their s e nio r Gxecutive~ against it. Such 

insurance wa s not available in Dublin, but he understood it could b e 
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taken .9U{: in London. He hoped OR and Irish officials could consider 

bilaterally what action .could he taken to prevent this. There vas 

also an internat1onaldimension since SilO.llar cover was available from 

other in~~rance centres. This had been considered in the past within 

~~e context of the European Community (TREVl ~etln9s). Whilst other 

countries had raised diff1cultie$ at the time, he thought the climate 

might i now have changed~ and that a fresh consideration by TREVI 

Jl\iCJht be propitiou$. . He hoped the OK GoverIlJQent ,"",uld support such 

a propOsal. 

11. The Secretary of State said that he was content for the matter 

to be considered bilaterally. He believed such insurance vas avail­

able in London. It was a serious ~tter and the UK Govern~nt wished 

to discourage it. But it would not be easy, particularly as similar 

insurance waS available in such centres a~ N~ York and Tokyo. But 

offici~l$ could certainly consider wh~ther the OX Prevention of 

Terrorisa Act m19ht be used to prevent such insurance. It would be 

necessary to con .. ult colleagues in other Ul( departMents. 

Anti-terrorist Heasure~ 

12. The Secretary of State 50id that he would weloo~ an eXChange 

af views and experience with the Irish on the effectiven~ss of 

measures which could ~ taken against terrorists and their pOlitical 

front organIsations. particul~rly Sinn Fein. He was interested in 

such ~tters as the operation of the procedure Whereby the offence 

of membership of a proscribed org~nisatlon could be proved on the 

statement of a police officer; the Iri s h powers to control access t o 

broadcastin9 ~edia; And the Irish Cri~inal Justice Bill. n)ere was 

also the problem of preventing speeches intended to recruit support 

for terrorist orqanisations, which might involve developing the 

laws on incitement and redefining the nature of intent; the scope for 

reducing Sinn Fain's ability to exploit their constituency work; and 

dealinq with fertilisers which could be used for home~de explo$ives 
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13. rbe Secretary of State s~id that he had now decided that no 

Mlnlst:er would agree to see any ~~r of Sinn Fein or write to them. 

Any letters sent to Ministers from Sinn Fein would be dealt with 

briefly and curtly. ~nisters would not normally agree to visit 

a district council if they kn~ A S~nn Fein elected se~r was to 

be present, although this would need to be cOO$!dered further it it 

seetned that: the result was to prvvent 3. Minister visiting an Area for 

an appreciable period of tl)Qe. There was little evidence. hOl!feve·r, 

that Sinn Fein elected members WQre . • eekinq raeetinqs with Hinistec$ . 

The main difficulty lay·in the handling of constituency work. Sinn 

f'ein workers ~re proficient: at representing those who ~~9ht have 

an entitleaent to a qovernment benefit. In ~uch circumstances, while 

every effort was made to deal ~ith the applicant, some contact between 

Government officials and Sinn Pein workers Wa$ probably unavoidable. 

It was not poss~hle to refuse to consider people's entitlement. One 

problem. was that the SDLP had no effecti Ye alternati \le constituency 

structure in S~ areas. The catholic Church were doing somethin9 

to provide an alternative source of advice k and the GovernJnent were 

encou~a91n9 the development of citizens advice bureaux. The NIO ha~ 

advised other Gover~nt departments on the handling of any approaches 

trom. Sinn Pein. He thought the Labour Party leadership were 

sympathetic to· avoId!nq dealings with S!.o" Fein, but th.ere were other! 

in the Labour Party who took b different view. 

14. Hr Noo~n said that he would welc~ a discussion between orticie! 

on ways of restricting the effect of 5inn Feints activities. There 

was not the same proble~# however. about curtailing the effect of 

their constitu~ncy work since this wa$ rel~tlvely undeveloped in 

the ~epubl1c and other political parties had well establi5hed 

8achines_ The major proble~ for them was preventing access to 

Ministers when Sinn Fein members could be part of a delegation, 

particularly if the ~eeting were to be held outside the department. 

Dinner 

15. In discussion over dinnec, the following additional points were 

raised:-

r::r-- - . . 
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(1) Incite~nt. Hr Noonan said that ~t pre.cnt it WAS not 

an offence to incite ~uppOrt for the activities of an 

unlawful or9an1sation outside their jurisdiction. They 

were considering an amendment to their 1976 Act to make 

such an offence extra-territorial. The problem v~. that 

speeches were often ma~e in coded language which were 

well understood by their listeners l but which made it 

difficult to bring a auccessful prosecution. 

(11) Republican Newset'~rs. The Secretary of Stdte asked 

~hether some action could be taken Against those who 

wrote for, or who pUbli6hed And dlst:rihuted such papers 

AS Republican News, which vas produced and printed 1n 

Dublln. He hoped officials could consider whether 

further action ~i9ht be ta~en. Hr Noonan said he was 

content for infor~l private dlscu~aions to be held on 

this. Republican broadsheets issued from Northern 

Ireland as well a$ from the Republic. The problem was 

that if one ti~le was stopped. the same paper could 

appear under a new title. 

(1ill Broad.casting Me.d1.a. Mr Noonan said that S1nn Fein wer e 

prevented from appearing in broadcasbby a Ministeriftl 

directive which had been confirmed ~n the Supre~ 

Court. But the effect was le6sened since the whole 

country could pow receive UK broadc4st5. While such 

broadcaa~might alienftte the majority. they ha~ their 

effect if they were able to recruit some to the terrorls~t 

. cause. The Secretary of StA.te said tnat some programmes 

were he.lpful in showin9 terrorist front organisations 

for what they were; but he agreed that officials might 

discuss this further. 

(1VJ Explosives. The Secretar y of State said that the U5e o f 

agricultorol fertIlisers in ~xplosives was a particular 

hazard in patrolling border areas in Northern Ireland. 

Sut he recognise d the difficulties of finding alternative 

acceptable fertilise~$. It was agreed that, while a 

good cIeal of co-operatl ve effort had been put into this 
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Conc l usion ----

issue in th~ ~st. it would he useful to consider it 

a9a1n, although nel~her side could hold out any hope 

of an early technical break-through. 

16. Hr Noonan ~aid th~t he was content with the arranqeDents for 

polll:e co-operation which had been agreed in their discussions. and 

tilcst officiala should discuss as separate iss\,l~$ I'!'bch of the counter 

terrm:ist measures which had been identified. But these l!Ieasurel5 

shoul d not be seen as for~lng a composite agenda for discussion; nor 

shou l d the discussions be seen as establishin9 a permanent standing 

co~1ttee of officials to consider such matters. Such a 6tructure 

.would raise wider pOlitical questions which he d1.d not think could 

be addressed at thls stage. 

17. The Secretary of State a9reed that officials should discuss 

tho laeaSure$ separately. A standing co~ittee would raise unionis~ 

suspi cions and would therefore create political difficolties tor 

him ~s well & It was not. his intention th~t these. discussions &hould 

neces&arily lead to both countries takln9 the same or joint action. 

~hl1e they shared cOmmon problems, it vould create dlf!1cultie$ for 

both sides if it were thought th~t: act.ion would only be taken jolnU l , 

Pre&~ StatE:<Jnent 

18. Mr Noonan said that in view of the leaks to the press about 

thei ::- llleet:1. n9~ the press $tate.ment should say no PIIOre than that 

no d~tilll S ·of the discussions would be tnade public. 

19. The Secreta~y of State said that this could fuel 6p~culation 

and incrl!!a~e pressure on both GC)\.'1!!rnments r but in the light of t(r 

Noon.tn'S Views. he vas prep/Hed to agree to the non-cOPChittal 

stat~»ent ~ Noonan had prOpOsed. 
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