1. In recent yearg n ither 1 nisters nor ot‘fiai&iﬂ \ave had dire
dealings with persons or orgmiuuona involved in pamilitary-ac
This ha8 Not always been the case. Until the advent of Roy Mason as
gecretary of State Laneside, the part of the NIO with responsibility for
keeping in contact with political affairs in the Province, met both
Republican and Loyaligt paramilitary groups on & regular basis. It is
yorth examining our current practice and the case, if any, for change.

2. In the course of 1980 the very firm restrictions were relaxed slight:
in one respect. Councillor Hugh Smyth of the PUP, an organisation close
to the UVF which Ministers and officials had hitherto shunned, met the
then Secretary of State (Mr Atkins) as part of a delegation of smaller
parties. IMr Smyth and his colleagues have since come to Stormont severa
times on their own. The only rule we have applied is that they should
not bring with them persons involved now or in the past in terrorist
activity (though one frequent visitor, Jim McDonald, is subject to an
exclugion order from Great Britain under the PTA and another, George

MeDermott, who met Lord Gowrie on 14 October, is described as the UVF's
"official photographer"!)

3. I do not believe there is a case for changing our policy towards
the proscribed organisations (PIRA, INLA, the UVF, UFF, RHC etc). To
deal with them would arouse great and justifiable anger in the community
here and in the rest of the UK. It would lend encouragement to terroriss
and it would undercut the position of the political parties nomitt.d to
democratic politics. But there are border areas, The PUP (or

individuals belonging to or associated with it
is another,
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