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tted by the Friends of Blsir Peach Conmittee

Le make this submission to Phuse 11 of the Inquiry whieh, we are informed
will consider the underlying causes of the “roubles 'with special reference
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to the problem of policing areas where the community is multi=racialt,

2s you will aporeciste it is not possible to view Brixton as an isolated

N

occurrence. To be understood Itmust be put alongside other situations of
which Brizxton 1ls merely a further development. The marked deterioration in
confidence in the police in multi-rezcial areas has been @ continuing saga

deserving of a publiec enquiry before now. Our situstion which illustrates

the roots of many of the problems of Brixton are the Southsli events of 23rd
April, 1979. After that incident the call for = public encuiry went out from,

among others, over 170 MP's, the ¥ational “xecuiive of the Labour Purty, the
Southall Indien Workers! Association, the National Council for Civil Liberties,
the Commission for Rasecial fguality, the Nstional Union of Teachers, the General
Council of the T U O, the 'Guardian', 'Times' znd 'Ubserver! heWSpapers, and
many thoussnds of other organisztions and individuals. n inguiry was denied
withoutv adequate explonation ever being given. By almost any measure, the
events in Southall were far more serious than those i Brixten; 700 arrests,
meny hundreds of injuries, the death of Bloir Peazch. The only signiiicant
difference from Brixton lies in damage to property, the duration of the distur-
benees and, perhaps, the impression th-t the police had in some way lost control.
we believe thot this lesves the unfortunate im-ression that the authorities will
only agree to a public enquiry when they feel confident that it will not reilect
adversely upon thelr sctions. PFurthermore, it is our view that had o full,
public investigation of events in Souths1ll tzken place, then st least sbme of
the underiying causes of the disturbances in Brixton, exactly two ycars later,
might well have been averted.

We cite just two examples. 4 search of police lockers during investigatlions
ntc the death of Blair Peach discovered = large number of non-regulaticn
weapons : & brass handley 1 leather encosed truncheon with knotted thong at one
endy i melal truicheon, leather encased with lead weight at one end; 1 sledge
hemmer hsndles 1 sledge hammer; 1 imericen type beat truncheon; 1 rhino waip

1 long metsl bar with hook 2t end: 1 white bone hendled knife: 2 crowbers; 1

blue ecase opsmer; piece of wood 3 foét long. um 19th pril, 14¢l the
imes? pub’ighed - stosradh (enclosed; of someone 1B brixton -Hb<Jicent
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himself as a oolice officer in plain clothes carrying a wooden stave, & BBC
Journalist on 12th iprdl, 1981 on 'The World this Weekend! also described seeing
plein-clothes police officers carrying a picke-axe handle and a {flexible rubber

. hose! (p»rticulmrly disturbing in view of the findings of the pathologist in the

Bla2ir Peuch case that the injury to his skull could hsve been caused by 'a leade-

filled rubber cosh')., After the Inquest into the desth of Bleir Peach, the Jury

called for regular irnspection of police lockers. The Hetropolitan Police assured
the public thst their recomnendations had been :cted apon. It is therefore

reasonable to ask whether such Searches huve indeed taken place, why police

officers were in Dossession of such wespons in Brixton and whether any disciplinary

action has been taken asx 3 result.
Secondly, after the events in Southall the Metropolitan Police informed the
Press that ‘'outside agltators and extremistst had deliberately provoked Uil Viow

lence. There was then, snd there is now, absolutely nc evidence whatever to

“Substentiate this elaim, Indeed, the Metropolitan Police were already aware

when this statement was made that the vast majority of those arrested were
Southall residents, fter the events in Brixton, Sir David keles nimgelf assured
the public that ‘outeide agitators!? had again been at work. The only evidence
cited wes the large number of peopls with cameras., In the.eircamstuaoes, we

think it ressonsble to conclude th:t the Metropolitan Police show 4 consistent

and dangerous refusal to look eriticsly at their ouwn actions ang responsibilities,

Both these points iilustrate what we believe has become one of the major, if not
the single most significant cause behind recent large~scale disturbances in
London, Rarely, if ever, do Lhe letropolitsn Police ceclare publicly that they

aim to police 'by consent?!, and whet the practicsl policy implications of this

"objective are. sather, we have un erphasis upon the explicitly Egeressive. Lagm

tics of such groups as the Special Patrol Group, which are regularly defended
et the very highest level (see Hensard 27th June, 1979). The issue is fiighe
lighted, we believe, by the fact that the police ‘methods?t in I.

the subject of public knowledge, debute and decision, even Ly Perliament., ' This
in turn gives rise to the divoree that now exists between the image of them~
selves that the police present :nd the sctual experience of citizens, parti-
cularly in blsck communities, It is our view that this is a recipe for repeated

Miss disturbances such as that which took place in Brixton,

I weuld draw $o your altention the two publicztions of the L Cttee of

fnouiry chaired by Professor 'dch=e] umeett of Oxford University sma published

by the i:tionsl Council for givil Iiberties, eoncerning tihe incigents .ng






