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1. Thank you for YOLl r Ini J)UlE~ of 24 Qct ob-er • I have a 1 so seen 

Mr Hevittts interesting co.~nts in his ~inute of 21 October to 

Mr El1iott. At th. ris~ of repetition l ~ay I explain how t see 

the pre$enl position and why we have rea~bed it, so that ~e may 

all be clear what we are trying to achiev.e. 

2. The SOlAP policy docun.ent on t~ 1 r is b language says that .i t 

see.s COmMon pcactice foe the RUC to translate Gaelic names to 

English on Court (locuJrtent:s~ eg froCl Se<Hl'ilJS t.o James and Padrai.g 

to Patrick. They believe that this is Ielated to an outdated 

pi~ee of legislation - the Administration of Justice (Language) 

Act 1737. Th~y ask for. th~m to end "thi$ insulting practice 

f.ort hwi th lll 
• Th is rete rence was pick€'d up by the ! r i sh side of 

the Secretariat during an intormal disc~ssion on 24 July. It is 

reflected in the second paper On the Irish language handea over 

by the Irish Govecftment which as~s for official re-cognition of 

Irish person.,l names (and addresses) by c<,)fuwnications and 

licensing authorities and the Courts, Thus we are looking at 

the .atter because, accordi~ to the S()t.P and th~ Irish 

Government, RUC practice causes a grievance. And if we lOOK at 

it in relation to the RUC, we cannot lea~e out the Army, 

J, In lily submission of .14 October 1 said tn3t there appeared to 

be a discrepancy bt"tween the security to-tces' practice and the 

lawl to be precise I should have said th~ C()G).mon la"" I did not 

mean to imply that they w~re actin9 ille~ally. I recognise that 

th@ tJller9e-ncy Provisions Act gives th(:~'iI special pow~rs to 

ascertAin identity. The Secretary of State agreed on IS October 
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that the .no and tU Departments should $tandardise currently 

dHferinq pra.ctice in the acceptaoC'.e o f Irish personal nafles 

because at cOftltJK)n lalot th~re Is nothin:J to prevent a person 
callin9 hi.lself anythin9 that he vishes~ protlid~d he does so 

cons ist ent ly and not for f raudu 1 ent. pu rposes. But it was 

rec09nised that if the RUC and Arlll'f did not do likewise, '-ie 

could leave open a 9ap tor the Goveroment 's critics to exploit. 

4. 1 fully appreciate the scope for mischief if policemen and 
aoldiers were instructed to acc~t Irish personal na.mes. The 

difference between pronunciation and sp ~ lling alon~ ~uld cause 

that ~ithout the efforts of the Maliciously inclined. What ~e 

are tIying to prevent is an ill-disposed policeman or soldier 

deliberately translatin9 into English the lri~h name habitually 

used by an individual "'ho feels that it is his and 'Who as a 

consequence goes away with Cl grudge it<f~inst the securi ty 

forces. The person would not f~el that he ~as giving an Irish 

translation of his name, he "'QuId b€ qlving his name. I agree 

with Hr Hewitt that t~ judgeraetlt is w~ether in trying to 

achieve this objective, we would be adding to the problems of 

the securit)' forces in a way vhieh would seriously prejudice 

their operations and their eff~tiyeness against terrorists. 

5. It would be helpful if the vie\is o f the Irish cou ld be 

explored in greater d~pth 1nfQ[sal1y th rough the Secretariat to 

confir~ Mr Hewitt's iMpression that they a~tach only marginal 

il'lportance to the lI~tteL N()neth~le$s I,U;" arE' bound formally to 

put the problem to the security fOlCeS in orde r to qive the­

Secretary of State their vie~ of the i ~~ lications for them of 

adopting such a practice. It, as we exp ect" they liould prefer 

to maintain the status qUD# we will ne~rl to advise Mr Scott (see 

Miss Johns t on's minute of 2{} Octobe r ; how this affect.s the 

adv1c~ which is given to NI bepart.~~ts and the NIO (~hete the 

Prisons Department has special problems). ! t would therefore b e 

helpful it you ~ould prepare a paper for SCM. 1 am sure that i t 

would encourage the security forces to consider whether there 

ar~ any alternatives if you included th~ scheme outlined in you r 

1D1nute of 24 OctC)ber. I should l>e glad to contribute to the 

paper. 
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