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ABSTRACT 

This research examines how the Metropolitan Police developed its operational tactics 

and techniques within the specialised sub-set of policing concerned with countering political 

violence and extremism. The emphasis is on the particular methodology that was used by its 

detectives to counter the threat posed by the activities of extreme Irish nationalists on the 

British mainland, especially from 1880 onwards. Published material and original documents 

new to the public domain, including material from previously unexamined documents relating 

to the earliest years of the Metropolitan Police "Special" Branch, are used thematically to 

focus the research on the operational methodology of these officers and to examine how they 

set about their task of tackling extreme Irish nationalism. 

To assist in the analysis of the research material, three working propositions are 

posited. Evidence is presented to show that, by the 1880s, the Metropolitan Police had a long 

history of gathering intelligence in connection with potential political extremism to draw on, 

primarily in connection with public disorder, foreign extremism and a previous wave of 

extreme Irish nationalist activity. However, it was the unique and unprecedented threat in the 

1880s, posed by extreme Irish nationalists infiltrating Britain from the USA and using the 

latest technology and explosives to mount their attacks, that stimulated a quantum leap in the 

operational police response. 

From the early 1880s onwards, an enhanced range of tactics and techniques began to be 

employed by the detectives of the Metropolitan Police. Some of these were already regularly 

used in investigations into "ordinary" crime and some were devised specifically to counter the 

new dimension of threat posed by a series of extreme Irish nationalist bomb attacks. These 

latter measures included the systematic physical surveillance of suspects; the imposing of a 

system of police border controls (at both British and European ports); the covert monitoring 
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of meetings held by suspected organisations and their leading individuals, (in the UK and 

abroad); the covert examination of convicted prisoners mail and the collation of relevant 

information from reports and articles in the press. At the core of their intelligence gathering 

activities were the crucial task of recruiting, tasking and handling of long-term informants. 

All this activity was crucially underpinned, probably for the first time, by a dedicated 

system devised and put into place to record, collate, store and retrieve the information and 

intelligence that the detectives obtained. Once fully implemented in the late 1880s, the system 

operated effectively enough to assist in curtailing the threat to London and the mainland from 

extreme Irish nationalism until the aftermath of the Easter Rising in Dublin in 1916 when a 

campaign of violence erupted once more. 

This thesis shows that by devising, developing and employing these techniques, the 

detectives were able to disrupt the extreme Irish nationalist infrastructure and hence impact 

directly on their ability to mount attacks. They were also able to establish a set of sound 

investigative principles that remain relevant to policing counter terrorism today. As a 

consequence, it is argued that the detectives were more successful in detecting and preventing 

attacks on the British mainland by extreme Irish nationalists than has previously been 

understood. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The orthodox view of the evolution of organised policing, as espoused by Reith 

(1956), Critchley (1978) and others, is that the need to combat crime was the main 

developmental spur for, and hence the seminal influence on, the formation of the Metropolitan 

Police in 1829. The primary object of the Force was therefore to prevent crime and, as a 

Force, it evolved accordingly. From this blueprint, all other Forces were constructed. 

Recently, Hay (1975), Storch (1975) and others have questioned this and propounded 

a revisionist view, stressing the role of the police as upholders of capitalism and the ruling 

classes. Consequently, they define the main task of the police as the maintainance of public 

order and, when the need arose, the quelling of public disorder. They posit that it is this social 

control function which has had the greater influence on the early development of policing. 

Reiner (1985) points out the parallels and inconsistencies in both these schools of 

thought, advancing the idea that a "Neo-Reithian" synthesis is a better framework in which to 

understand the formative influences on policing in the United Kingdom. He argues that :- 

This is a perspective which would give due weight to the success of the police 

reformers and the tradition they created, but also recognises that policing is 

embedded in a social order riven by structured bases of conflict, not fundamental 

integration. 

(Reiner, 1985, p. 47) 

It may also be argued that there existed a third, influential element that was active 

during the later formative years of policing in Britain; the need to detect and suppress extreme 

Irish nationalist activity on the British mainland. This acted as a further driving force for the 
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evolution of police methodology. Its influence is apparent at both ends of the spectrum, from 

the orthodox to the revisionist perspectives. 

In the orthodox model the necessity of preventing and detecting crime is seen as 

paramount to the development of organised policing. The activities of the extreme Irish 

nationalists from1866 onwards became overtly criminal as they moved from violent rhetoric 

to the reality of arms procurement, the rescue of their leaders from custody and the use of 

explosives to achieve their aims. The evidence suggests that the police responded by using and 

adapting to this new context the investigative techniques they already used to gather evidence 

against "ordinary" criminals, particularly the tactics of surveillance and the recruitment and 

handling of informants. 

However, this approach quickly proved insufficient in the face of a second wave of 

attacks from 1881 onwards. They were launched from the USA by extreme Irish nationalists 

in a bid to coerce the government of the day into leaving Ireland. The situation that the 

detectives faced was unprecedented anywhere in the world. They faced three separate extreme 

Irish nationalist organisations, all of them based in the USA. It was from here that their 

finance, logistics, technological development, political support, planning and preparations 

were rooted. They also used new tactics, new technology and new explosives to carry out 

their bomb attacks in cities on the British mainland. Even their general use of terror against the 

state and its population in preference to the assassination of symbolic individuals was unique 

and unprecedented. The detectives faced a formidable challenge, the complexities of which 

appear to be little recognised in the literature. To counter it a systematic and holistic approach 

to both investigations and intelligence gathering was devised and implemented. 

The revisionist model views the maintainance of public order as the prime police 

function. Extreme Irish nationalism may also have acted here as a catalyst to changes in 

existing police operational methodology. The police intelligence gathering role, carried out as a 
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necessary part of policing organised public disorder, was adapted to deal with this new 

challenge and led to the recognition that intelligence was the keystone to countering the threat. 

With the advent of the attacks in the 1880's, many of the police operational techniques that 

had been developed over many years in this field were used to countering the threat from 

extreme Irish nationalism. However, the crucial difference lay in the scale which these 

techniques were deployed and hence the systematic way in which they needed to be managed 

and developed. 

Reiner (1985), examines the main driving factors behind the formation and 

development of organised policing, as expounded by the two opposing camps of orthodox or 

revisionist historians. In essence, they can be summarised as a need to fight crime (orthodox) 

or a need to maintain public order and the status quo (revisionist). Whilst the "Irish Question" 

was not as influential on the functional evolution of the police as either of these prime drivers, 

it can be argued that the additional requirement it placed on the police exercised an 

appreciable, but generally underestimated, influence on their structure, organisation and 

operational methodology. The requirement for the police to counter extreme Irish nationalism 

arose in addition to the long established tradition of policing other forms of extreme political 

dissent, the so-called "high policing" described by Bunyan (1976) and Brodeur (1983) and, 

almost inevitably, from it has crystallised the contemporary need to police it in its most 

violent manifestation; terrorism. 

Looked at solely in the light of the crime statistics relating to extreme Irish nationalist 

activity in mainland Britain, it may appear that the comparatively few numbers of crimes and 

casualties caused by Irish nationalists were unlikely to be responsible for anything other than 

short-term police measures to counter them. Table 1.1 (Introduction) indicates, on a year on 

year basis, the number of people that have died as a direct result of extreme Irish nationalist 

activity: - 
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Table 1.1(Introduction) - Sources: Smith 1979, Quilivan and Rose 1982 

Number of Deaths as a Direct Result of Extreme Irish Nationalist Activity 

in Britain 

Year Deaths Incident 

1867 1- Sgt. Brett, Manchester 

12 - Explosion at Clerkenwell 

1868 3- Hanged for murder of Sgt. Brett 
1- Hanged for murder, Clerkenwell 

1879 1 

1881 1 

- Informant murdered 

- Explosion at Salford Barracks 
(Plus two other bomb attacks 
and one attempt) 

1882 

1883 

(No explosions, one attempted 
bomb attack) 

(Six explosions, one attempted 
bomb attack) 

1884 3- Premature explosion during 

attack, perpetrators own bomb 

(Plus four other explosions, four 

attempts) 

1885 - (Three explosions) 

Total number of deaths - 22 

It can be seen that twenty two deaths on the British mainland occurred as a result of 

extreme Irish nationalist activity between 1867 and 1885. Twelve were the unintended result 
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of one incident, whilst seven deaths were of the perpetrators themselves; four were hanged 

and three blew themselves up when attempting to plant a bomb. Whilst injuries were also 

inflicted, some of them very serious, as in the bomb explosion at the Tower of London on 

January 24th, 1885 (an attack carried out by Clan na Gael), the contribution of these events to 

the criminal statistics of the day are neglible. However, the overall impact on the minds of 

public, politicians and supporters of the Irish nationalist cause was far greater than the bare 

figures indicate. 

Their influence on political thinking and public perception ensured that these events 

became a catalyst to the development of police systems, structures and operational 

methodology. A case can be made that this topic is therefore worthy of research and analysis, 

although there is a differing perspective. Bell (1987) has commented: - 

The history of political violence - like many other aspects of history - can serve in but 

a limited manner to aid in our comprehension of events which in magnitude and 

potential results have few direct parallels in the past. 

(Bell, 1987, p. 311) 

Kingston (1928) takes this argument further, asserting that, in the context of policing, 

"political crimes are seldom interesting" (Kingston, 1928, p. 259). However, it can also be argued 

that in the case of the United Kingdom and Ireland, any attempt to interpret the history of the 

complex relationship between these countries will be incomplete and hence flawed without a 

consideration of the use and effect of political violence. Newsinger (1994) summarises this 

position by claiming :- 

The history of Irish republicanism is charged with political significance, not so much for 

what it has to say about past struggles and conflicts, but because of its relevance to 
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the war that the Provisional IRA has been waging in Northern Ireland since the early 
1970s. Inevitably, any assessment of past republican struggles has implications for our 

understanding of the contemporary conflict.... 

(Newsinger, 1994, p. 83) 

Extreme Irish nationalism and the policing of it are two interlinked and interdependent 

facets of the same phenomenon and hence any examination of them should be carried out 

holistically in order to assess their overall impact on history. 

Irish nationalists, particularly those that support "armed struggle" to achieve their 

aspirations, suffer no qualms over the significance of extreme republicanism in history or the 

role of the British state in policing it. To them, words such as "Manchester Martyrs" and 

"Black and Tans" can still raise a host of emotions, despite the intervening decades. The 

influence of history on the republican psyche was acknowledged during a speech in 1986 by a 

leading Sinn Fein spokesman, Martin McGuinness. He stated: - 

In 14 years time we will be in the 21st century and the struggle of our past, no matter 

how heroic, no matter how tragic, will have limited relevance. Of course, we must 

remember Irish history. As republicans we possess a continuity of vision and action 

that stretches back to 1798 and beyond..... However, one of our political failings, and 

one that still must be combated, is our apparent readiness to dismiss evaluations of 

the movement that conflict with our own views. 

(McGuinness cited in Smith, 1996, p. 223) 

Historical events, folk memory and myths combine to produce a distorting lense 

through which every current event can be viewed and assessed: - 
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This history is rich in events, adventures, disasters and spectaculars and filled with 

martyrs. The Irish republicans mine the past for whatever the present needs. The past 

is called on as witness or as evidence and so is strength and burden. History 

emboldens and restricts. Irish patriot history possesses most answers. 

(Bowyer Bell, 1992, p. 71) 

In the context of the Georgian and early Victorian periods, Palmer comments that 

whilst much is now known about the crime and disorder side of the equation, little is known 

concerning the forces of order (Palmer, 1988, p. xv). The paucity of research concerning the 

police contribution to countering extreme Irish nationalism in Britain, with a few notable 

exceptions (Short, 1979; Porter, 1987), is marked during the Victorian period. Porter (1987) 

summarises the overall research situation concerning the Victorian years as follows: - 

We know when its distinctive agencies were founded, why and by whom..... What we 

cannot be so sure about is exactly what they did : the methods they employed, how 

effective they were and the extent to which they kept to `the rules'. These are some of 

the important questions and they are the ones that the secrecy of the time still to a 

great extent obscures. 

(Porter, 1987, p. 67) 

Writing of the early 20th century, Popplewell (1995) echoes this recognition that our 

knowledge is fragmentary, arguing that discussions on counter intelligence in Ireland, from 

1900 onwards, is limited to its component parts, not as a whole. Unfortunately, he then falls 

into the same lacuna that he has just identified. He lists the British Army, the Royal Irish 

Constabulary (RIC) and British Intelligence as the elements concerned whilst making no 

reference to the intelligence gathering role of "G" Division of the Dublin Metropolitan Police 
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(DMP) nor to the contribution made by the Metropolitan Police Special Branch (MPSB). 

Concerning research into extreme Irish nationalist activity and how it has been policed 

on mainland Britain, this imbalance in the body of knowledge holds true for much of the last 

130 years. One US governmental analyst of terrorism has commented :- 

It is clear from the published, English language literature on terrorism that..... more 

books and articles have been published on the IRA than on any other European 

terrorist group. 

(Pluchinsky, 1992, p. 15) 

Whilst research into extreme Irish nationalist activity itself may exist in greater 

quantity than of any other, doubts have been raised as to the overall quality of research into 

terrorism: - 

[t]here are probably few areas in the social science literature in which so much is 

written on the basis of so little research. Perhaps as much as 80% of the literature is 

not research based in any rigorous sense ; indeed it is often narrative, condemnatory 

and prescriptive. 

(Schmid & Jongman quoted in Horgan, 1997, p. 193) 

It can be argued that, in comparison to the other side of the equation, the question of 

how the police on the British mainland responded at the operational level to the challenge of 

violent extremism, particularly in the period from the establishment of the Metropolitan 

Police to the end of the Victorian era, is little known. However, it was here that the 

foundations of the tactics used today both in "high policing" and counter-terrorism were first 

laid down. 

Most of the methodology and tactics needed to carry out a terrorist campaign in 
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Britain and the fundamentals of the police response to it seem to have been developed and 

used between the years 1881 to 1887. Indeed, as far as extreme Irish nationalism is concerned, 

their overall strategic aim was set many years before that. In 1882, O'Donovan Rossa 

reiterated the question posed by O'Connell in 1843, before providing his own answer: - 

How many fires would blaze in the manufactories of England? The manufactories did 

not blaze then to any great extent. I hope they will soon and keep blazing till England 

is convinced she will lose more than she can gain by holding Ireland. 

(Rossa, 1882, p. 295) 

The influence of the strategic concept of weakening Britain's will to remain in Ireland 

is echoed in contemporary Sinn Fein/IRA strategy. In the words of Danny Morrison, who 

was a leading light in Sinn Fein when he commented: - 

When it is politically costly for the British to remain in Ireland, they'll go... it won't be 

triggered until a large number of British soldiers are killed and that's what's going to 

happen. 

(Morrison quoted in O'Doherty, 1998, p. 110) 

For over one hundred and fifty years, the strategy of extreme Irish nationalism has 

been dominated by the need to achieve the aim of "Brits out". Only the tactics by which they 

seek to achieve it have altered, driven mainly by the advance of technology and the need to 

defeat police counter-measures. In turn, these too have altered. 

From a police perspective, the requirement for them to counteract the facet of political 

expression, variously described as "extreme Irish nationalism" or "republicanism" has run as a 
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constant theme through the evolution of the Metropolitan Police, from its establishment in the 

pre-Victorian era to the current day. The importance of London, as capital city, seat of 

government and hub of Empire ensured that this requirement was manifested there earliest and 

then developed furthest by its largest police Force, the Metropolitan Police. The pivotal role 

of the police in counter terrorism has been touched upon by the major chroniclers of 

Metropolitan Police history (Browne, 1956; Ascoli, 1979; Smith, 1985) but not in a way 

which attempts to link it to the evolution of the operational methodology which it engendered. 

Emsley briefly highlights the idea of an early establishment of operational principles 

from the perspective of the police, when comparing the work of the new police, especially the 

detectives, with their forerunners :- 

The telegraphic communications, photographic records of offenders and centralised 

record keeping, all of which were utilised and developed by the new police, can be 

seen as technical aids to the kind of information gathering, circulation and storage 

urged by Sir John Fielding. 

(Emsley, 1987, p. 191) 

" Here Emsley seems to support the idea that operational tactical refinement was, and 

still is, based on the identification by the police of a technique or technology which they felt 

could assist them and then applying it to the particular problem which they wished to 

counter. This is at least equally valid, if not more so, when politically motivated crime and the 

police response to it is examined. Innovation has not generally occurred by devising and 

implementing measures at the strategic level but by doing so lower down the scale, at the 

operational and tactical levels. 

Little has altered in the basic "grand strategy" of either extreme Irish nationalism (an 
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independent, united Ireland) or that of the British police (public safety, the prevention, 

detection and arrest of "terrorists"). However, tactically speaking, a dynamic process of 

refinement has occurred on both sides from the 1880's until today. 

To illustrate this, the amount and sophistication of the technology deployed by police 

has increased enormously since the Victorian era. However, this is only to assist them in 

carrying out policing functions that would be familiar to the early detectives; physical 

surveillance, the use of informants, the interception of communications and the gathering of 

information and covert intelligence. This research will explore further the tactical methodology 

of police operations in the context of countering extreme Irish nationalism on the British 

mainland. As a consequence of this, it is hoped that a balanced and objective assessment of its 

impact and legacy can then be made. 

The Main Working Propositions of the Research 

The main approach taken by this research has been to try to conflate both the tactical 

and strategic approaches as they appertain to the policing of political extremism, and 

especially extreme Irish nationalism, in mainland Britain. This has then enabled an examination 

of the validity or otherwise of the working propositions to be carried out. 

The police, and more especially the detectives, have been involved in the task of 

"counter- extremism" since their inception. It did not suddenly commence, as appears to be 

the popular conception (for example, West, 1983) with the formation of the "Irish Bureau" at 

Scotland Yard in March 1883 or with the later, formal inception of a separate "Special" 

Branch in 1887. The research presented in Chapter Three details the evidence in support of an 

opposing view, that it developed in "fits and starts" throughout the 19th century and the 

"Irish Bureau" and "Special" Branch were but logical progressions in that process. 

As the process took nearly one hundred years to reach fruition, it can be argued that 
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the description of it as a gradual one is justifiable. This is not to suggest that it was either 

incremental or indeed continuous. It was spasmodic, intermittent and indeed, even reversed 

itself during periods when the threat of extreme Irish nationalism to mainland Britain was 

deemed to have receded (1). 

The primary object of this research is to look at the evolution of the operational 

methodology used by the detectives of the Metropolitan Police to counter extreme Irish 

nationalist activity on the British mainland and not to concentrate on the examination of the 

evolution of bureaucratic structures, although their formation and existence must be taken 

cognisance of. Policing structures form the context in which these operational methodologies 

were applied and hence they form an integral part of the research but the focus is to examine, 

and where possible delineate, what the detective officers actually did on a day to day basis. 

During the period under consideration, the increasingly specialised police activities that 

were required developed as a pragmatic police response to a perceived policing need. They 

generallywere not the results of carefully weighed policy decisions made by either politicians 

or senior police officers. Police policy and strategy were devised as a result of current 

operational necessity, rather than being formulated in advance of events to deal with a forseen 

contingency. In modem managerial parlance, the process was a dynamic one and driven by a 

"bottom up" approach rather than a "top down" one. 

Consequently, the first working proposition is to examine whether or not the role of 

the Metropolitan Police in countering political violence and extremism during the 19th century 

was an historical accident or was it part of a well established and pragmatic process by which 

the Metropolitan Police responded to politically motivated crime and disorder? 

This research aims to try and establish if, as an apparent result. of this mechanism, a 

structured police surveillance system to deal with extremists, particularly Irish nationalists 

and Anarchists, was, by the early 1890s, fully functioning in mainland Britain and extending 
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into both continental Europe and the United States. It had two facets, overt and covert. The 

methods used ranged from posting detectives to ports to the surveillance of suspects, the use 

of informants and the monitoring of the visitors to, and their correspondence with, imprisoned 

extreme Irish nationalists. The press was also regularly monitored as a source of information 

to assist in the task, and, where necessary, they were briefed by the detectives in order to 

achieve their specific investigative objectives. 

This leads on to the second working proposition; was the approach of the 

Metropolitan Police detectives to the task of countering political violence and extremism, 

particularly where it occurred on the British mainland as a consequence of extreme Irish 

nationalism, an organised and systematic one or was it merely reactive and short term? 

Instead of their efforts in devising and operating this system being acknowleged, the 

detective officers who created and ran this network appear to be portrayed by contemporary 

politicians, governmental rivals and others as bumbling fools in over-large regulation boots 

who always gave the game away by their obvious presence or rushed in to make arrests before 

the plot had reached fruition. How valid a portrayal is this? 

The final working proposition is whether, on a balanced assessment, were the 

Metropolitan Police detectives effective in countering political violence and extremism or were 

they as incompetent and irrelevant as their detractors allege? 

The criticisms of the detectives effectiveness, as opposed to arguments in earlier years 

over whether they should be involved in this type of activity anyway, began as a consequence 

of the events of 1867 which saw the reality of extreme Irish nationalist activity reaching the 

British mainland for the first time. The Home Secretary, Gathorne Hardy, in a letter to Lord 

Mayo, the Irish Viceroy, bemoaned the lack of "trustworthy and prudent people" in the police and 

told him of their apparent inability to keep secrets secret (O'Broin, 1971, p. 199) . He must 

also have made his views known to Disraeli, Prime Minister in 1868, as in turn he repeated 
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them to the Prime Minister who had been in office at the relevant period, Lord Derby: - 

Mr Hardy is of the opinion that there are really no men in the force who, either from 

lack of honesty or intelligence, can be trusted. 

(O'Broin, 1971, p. 214) 

The comments elicited the agreement of Derby who, in a letter to Disraeli, summarised 

his opinion in the words: - 

It is really lamentable that the peace of the metropolis..... should depend on a body of 

police who, as Detectives, are manifestly incompetent; and under a chief who, 

whatever may be his other merits, has not the energy nor apparently the skill to find 

out and employ men fitted for peculiar duties. 

(0' Broin, 1971, p. 215) 

This disparaging view appears to be at odds with the official government reaction to 

their efforts as the Home Secretary authorised the payment of £200 reward money to thirteen 

of the Metropolitan Police detectives "on account of duties performed beyond the Metropolitan Police 

District in connection with the Fenian Conspiracy. " (Metropolitan Police Orders, November 7th, 

1868). 

Similarly, the view did not appear to be shared by Lord Mayo who, from the 

perspective of Dublin Castle, suggested to Hardy that: - 

There is now much more Fenian activity on your side of the channel than here, and I 

think you should at once place Williamson [the Chief Inspector in charge of the 

Metropolitan Police Detective Department] at the head of the Fenian police 

department and insist on the police of Liverpool, Manchester and the large towns in 

the north of England giving much more attention to the Fenians than they have 

hitherto done. 

(Quinlivan and Rose, 1982, p. 171) 
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Not suprisingly in the light of the remarks made by other politicians, the Government 

chose to ignore this advice and set up instead a separate "Secret service" which was quickly 

disbanded in April 1868 when it reported that there was no deep seated Fenian conspiracy in 

Britain for it to counter (Anderson, 1906). 

A similar pattern of well-quoted disparaging remarks emerges during the series of bomb 

explosions and abortive attacks mounted by extreme Irish nationalists between 1881 and 

1885. In particular, they came from Edward Jenkinson, appointed by the Government in 1884 

to form a "Secret service" specifically to counter these activities. A flavour of his criticisms can 

be obtained from the examples given below. - 

Frequently I have the mortification of seeing good information rendered valueless by 

the clumsiness or the stupidity of some so-called detective 

(Jenkinson to Harcourt, December 18th, 1884 

Harcourt papers, box 105, if. 95-99, BJP) 

I am quite in despair about Scotland Yard. Mr Monro has done nothing towards re- 

organizing the staff, and no attempt whatever is made to obtain information. In the 

whole of London they have not got a single informant and they do not know in the 

least what is going on, and when they do get a clue in a case, such publicity is given to 

it that it is impossible to follow it up. 

(Jenkinson to Spencer, February 14th, 1885 

Spencer papers, Jenkinson box 2, BJP) 

There is no doubt that, as the head of a rival organisation with personal ambitions to 

control all police actions in relation to extreme Irish nationalism, Jenkinson had a very specific 

26 



vested interest in blackening the politicians view of the detectives serving in the Irish Bureau. 

Relations between Jenkinson and Monro, the Assistant Commissioner in overall charge of the 

CID and hence the Irish Bureau, became so fraught that Richard Cross, the Home Secretary 

was forced to draw up a set of rules to govern the relationship between the two organisations. 

The Cross Rules (apparently unpublished in the public domain) are given in full at Appendix 

B and their significance is discussed in Chapter One. Monro summed up the situation from his 

personal perspective in his unpublished memoirs: - 

When I joined the Met. Police I found that there was a kind of Central Bureau of 

Intelligence..... At the Home Office Mr E. G. Jenkinson was the head of this 

department. His business was to collect all information from many countries, specially 

America, regarding the dynamiters, and to give to the various police forces concerned 

any information which concerned any people under their jurisdiction, so that any 

necessary police action might be taken by them. Mr Jenkinson's functions were 

entirely those of an intelligence department; he was not a member of any police force; 

he had no police authority anywhere; all that he had to do was to keep the police 

generally acquainted with any information which, from his various agents, he acquired, 

suggesting any course of action he might think desirable. But the responsibility for 

police action, taken or not taken, lay of course with the police forces concerned and 

not with Mr Jenkinson..... 

I very soon discovered however that Mr Jenkinson instead of confining his 

function to the distribution of intelligence to the London police, went far beyond it. He 

not only collected intelligence regarding London, but he acted upon it, without any 

reference to the London police, by means of a number of Irish police whom he had, 

without any authority whatever, stationed in London. 

.... While Assistant Commissioner, I had to fight against the machinations of Mr 

Jenkinson. I had to do this under four different secretaries of state, and all of them 

supported me against Mr J. The last Secretary of State dismissed Mr Jenkinson.... 

(Monro, 1903, p. 49) 
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Both Jenkinson himself and the activities of his organisation were the cause of much 

anxiety in the Metropolitan Police. Patrick Maclntyre, formerly a Detective Sergeant in the 

Metropolitan Police Special Branch (MPSB), put it bluntly but probably accurately when he 

wrote "Mr Jenkinson's very name was sufficient to strike terror into the hearts of officialdom at the "Yard". 

(Reynold's Newspaper, March 17th, 1895, p. 5). It is probable that Jenkinson's view of 

Scotland Yard and all who worked there has coloured published accounts of operations against 

extreme Irish nationalist, Anarchists and the like for at least the last hundred years. 

Beyond the confines of Whitehall, the detectives of Scotland Yard were at the receiving 

end of press criticism, particularly from satirical papers such as Punch, Moonshine and Fun. 

The following extract gives a flavour of their literary efforts: - 

"Number One" walked about among us as long as he pleased, unsuspected by the 

police: Mr Frank Byrne flourished at the very door of the police: Mr Walsh absconded 

under the noses of the police; Mr Egan made off by the back way while the police were 

laying down straw in front to keep his slumbers quiet. All these gentlemen are now 

"wanted" thanks to the intelligence of our wonderfully clever police. They talk of 

making Mr Howard Vincent a knight because of the cleverness of the police. Had Dr 

Gallagher chosen to run away like the others, Mr Howard Vincent would doubtless 

have been offered a peerage. 

(Moonshine, April 21st, 1883, no page number) 

Just after the augment of officers to the "Irish Bureau" at Scotland Yard on March 

19th, 1883 (Metropolitan Police Orders, March 17th, 1883), Moonshine published a piece of 

doggerel based on that event. Three of the six verses will suffice to illustrate their stance: - 

"A New Police - y", [The Press Association states it is intended to institute 

a body of police whose functions will be strictly political. ] 
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In Ireland a murder's committed, 
Our Fouche's at once their brains rack: 

We read, after long days have flitted, 

"Detectives are still on the track. " 

The demon of dynamite dashes 

A building to ruin and wrack, 

And daily the startling news flashes, 

"Detectives are now on the track" 

Well, whether we shall find a treasure 

In this new thing under the sun, 

No one will deny that the measure 

At least is a politic one. 

(Moonshine, April 7th, 1883, no page number) 

An more informed and contrary perspective was propounded by Henri Le Caron, who 

had worked for the British government as a spy in the hierarchy of the American based Clan 

na Gael organisation. In his memoirs, "Twenty Five Years in the Secret Service", published in 

1894, he gives a summation of their effectiveness in the 1881 to 1885 campaign, citing figures 

of twenty five Irish republicans imprisoned (sixteen for life, two for twenty years penal 

servitude and seven for seven years imprisonment). He attributes the arrests of the non- 

American conspirators as a result of "the knowledge [that] the local police possessed proved disastrous to 

them. " (Le Caron, 1894, p. 247). He goes on to state further: - 

There are, I believe, some thirty men charged with the special duty of circumventing 

political crime in London. All praise and honour to them for the work they have done, 

and the sincerest congratulations to Chief Inspector Littlechild, who so ably 

conducted the arrests of all the principals of the latter day dynamite plots. But these 
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policemen have succeeded more by chance than anything else; events have played 

into their hands, and, clever men that they are, they have been sufficiently capable to 

take advantage of the little that came to their knowledge and from small clues to work 

out great things. 

(Le Caron, 1893, p. 274-275) 

However, even this assessment of the Detective Department's effectiveness places a 

heavy emphasis on the role of "chance" as the prime factor in their successes. Whilst he 

acknowledges their detective ability, he gives scant recognition to the skills they must 

necessarily have employed to find and exploit the acknowledged errors made by the extreme 

Irish nationalists. 

In essence, this analysis of the detective's role and operational methods, bolstered by 

the new research material, indicates that an argument can be constructed to show that the 

current balance of opinion (on a scale which stretches between the two poles of competency 

and incompetency), may need to be altered. This is not an idle or irrelevant exercise as even 

today, in the absence of equally persuasive counter-balancing historical evidence to the 

contrary, the unchallenged contemporary opinions of over a hundred years ago continue to 

influence the views of current day commentators (Short, 1979; Porter, 1985; Popplewell, 

1995). 

Indeed, such opinions even appear to have underpinned the contemporary political 

decision-making process. This perception was engendered by the remarks of Kenneth Clarke, 

the incumbent Home Secretary on May 8th 1992, when he announced that; "the lead 

responsibility for the acquisition, processing and use of intelligence against Irish republican terrorism in Great 

Britain" would pass from the Metropolitan Police Special Branch, where it had rested for the 

last one hundred and five years, to the Security Service (Hansard, May 8th, 1992, p. 297). In 

answer to a question from an MP, he went on further to state: - 
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It is only history that gives the police the lead responsibility for Irish republican 

terrorism. It is an accident of history that in the 19th century they were given that lead 

at the time of the Fenian outrages..... Starting from scratch, I think that the 

arrangements today are those which would always have been in place. 

(Hansard, May 8th, 1992, p. 300) 

If history is being cited as the driving force behind such a crucial and far reaching 

political decision, then the accuracy or otherwise of the reporting of the events in question 

must be an area of legitimate concern. So too must be its use by a Secretary of State to justify 

a political decision made one hundred and five years later, particularly as it seems to show a 

lack of knowledge as to what that "history" actually was. 

Chronologically, the main concentration of the research into police operational 

methodology will be within the period from the 1860s to about 1895, thus covering two 

different phases of extreme Irish nationalist activity carried out in Britain by the predecessors 

of todays Irish Republican Army (IRA) and its current offshoots. During the 1880's, two 

seperate groups, each claiming to be the "true' heirs of the extreme Irish nationalist tradition, 

vied with each other to launch attacks on the British mainland (2). 

The Research Rationale 

One possible approach for researchers of history to adopt is a micro-historical one, 

looking in great detail at an already highly localised topic. Whilst this is perfectly valid, this 

research differs in its rationale. A differing, dual approach can be justified. This was necessary 

because of the paucity of original research material and the need to set it into the three-fold 

context of policing in general, policing political extremism and policing extreme Irish 
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nationalist activity. 

As already posited, three fundamental areas arise for enquiry. The answers to them, 

even in an incomplete form, may go some way to addressing the lacunae in the existing 

historical research and the conclusions that are currently drawn from it. 

In order to try and achieve this, the research broadly examines the varying strands 

which interweave and finally coalesce in the year 1867. The strands include the origins and 

evolution of "physical force' Irish nationalism, the establishment of detectives and detection 

and out of this, their use as specialists to counter Fenians and Fenianism. In this initial 

qualitative phase of the research, use is made of " the historian's approach - asking what happened, 

when, how and with what consequences... " (Hennessy, 1995). 

Once the research has detailed the nascence of the two protagonists, extreme Irish 

nationalists on the one hand and the police, particularlythe detectives, on the other, a more 

quantitative and analytical approach is adopted towards the material. This is made possible 

by the use of primary source material covering the mid to late Victorian period that has not 

been made available before to researchers. It enables a rudimentary reconstruction to take 

place that provides an insight into the operational methodology of the early Metropolitan 

Police Special Branch, formed specifically to counter the perceived threat from extreme Irish 

nationalist activity. 

Previous research (Porter, 1987; Short, 1979 and others) have not had the benefit of 

this material and have mainly utilised the publicly available official documents. Consequently, 

they cover matters well at the "strategic" or policy levels, a level which tends to account for 

the preservation of the documents in the first place. However, the objective of this research is 

to make a further contribution to the debate by looking lower down the scale, at the tactical 

and operational levels of police activity. How did the detectives carry out their investigations 

and operations? How good at it were they? Official material concerning this topic is much 

32 



scarcer and hence what is available is worthy of careful consideration. 

Working Definitions (i) : "Nationalism" and "Republicanism" 

The word "nationalism" has already been used on several occasions, without 

yet addressing the question of what the word means. As one commentator has put it: - 

Explaining nationalism has not been easy for scholars, and indeed, the distinguished 

historian E. J. Hobsbawm has argued that very little of value has been written on the 

subject until recently. 

(Hobsbawm quoted by Hutchinson in Boyce and O'Day, 1996, p. 100) 

Huntington (1998), in his work on the interactions between civilizations, states: - 

People define themselves in terms of ancestry, religion, language, history, values, 

customs and institutions. They identify with cultural groups; tribes, ethnic groups, 

religious communities, nations and, at the broadest level, civilizations. People use 

politics not just to advance their interests but also to define their identity. We know 

who we are only when we know who we are not and often only when we know whom 

we are against. 

(Huntington, 1998, p. 21) - 

These words have a particular resonance when applied to Irish nationalism in general 

and more specifically, to extreme Irish nationalism. 

Is nationalism based on language, ethnic or religious identity? Boyce, whilst 

acknowledging that all three of these elements have drawbacks and anomalies, argues that " the 

definition of a nation is a group of people who consider themselves to be a nation" (Boyce, 1995, p. 17). 

From the perspective of the historian, this definition has a distinct advantage in that it enables 
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them to get on with writing about the history without becoming ensnared in the details of 

whether the claim to nationhood is valid or not. Boyce then goes on to draw its chief 

characteristics as seen in Ireland. They include race, culture, religion and "a strong sense of 

territorial unity and integrity" (Boyce, 1995, p. 19). The words "nationalist", "nationalism" and, in 

particular "Irish nationalist" will be used in this context in the research. 

Finally, the word "republicanism" also needs to be defined. Once more, this task could 

become a major piece of work in itself and so, once more, a pragmatic definition used 

elsewhere has been adopted: - 

republicanism..... refer(s) to that section of Irish nationalism which has supported and 

organised military operations in order to end any form of British rule in Ireland. 

(Smith, 1996, p. 1) 

However, where possible the word "nationalism" is used instead as, unlike the word 

"republicanism", it holds no modem day connotations concerning the achievement of a 

unified, Irish state based on a particular political ideology. 

Working Definitions (ii): "Terrorism", "Political Violence" and "Political Policing". 

Before examining the place of extreme Irish nationalism in the development of what is 

generally referred to today as terrorism, the way in which the word "terrorism" itself is used 

must first be clarified. This is difficult (perhaps impossible) as there is no universally agreed 

definition of what terrorism actually means. It is a pejorative word that has, since the 1970s, 

generated a huge amount of academic literature and fuelled a heated political debate. 

However, this research is not intended as a contribution to the arguments over its 

actual or implied meaning. Consequently, where it has been used in this thesis, it has been 
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assigned the definition given to it by Section 20, Prevention of Terrorism Act, 1989: "the use or 

threat of violence for political ends" (3). Whilst this definition has now been superceded by the 

longer, multi-faceted and more complex legal definition contained in Part 1 of the Terrorism 

Act, 2000, its use in this thesis would cloud the issues that are central to this research and 

hence the former version been used. 

This approach may arguably be considered simplistic but it avoids entanglement in the 

theoretical and inconclusive academic debate of what exactly is meant by "terrorism". The 

observation of Laquer, made in 1977 when the debate was still in its early phase, has proved 

to be perceptive: - 

It can be predicted with confidence that the disputes about a comprehensive, 

detailed definition of terrorism will continue for a long time, that they will not result in a 

concensus and that they will make no noticeable contribution towards the 

understanding of terrorism. 

(Laquer, 1977, p. 101) 

There is a further advantage in using the Section 20 definition. It is that the definition 

itself can be used to describe a range of actitivity and not just one aspect of it. In reality, there 

exists an escalating scale of violent physical activity directed towards the achievement of 

political objectives. This scale may range from minor politically motivated violent acts 

associated with public disorder through to full scale rioting and beyond that, into the realms of 

terrorism itself. The generic term "political violence" is used throughout this thesis to describe 

this spectrum of activity. 

From the strategic perspective of the police, the gaining of intelligence on political 

violence and its subsequent use to direct their operational activity to counter or pre-empt it is 

vital. For the purposes of this research, the generic term "political policing" is used to describe 

the acquisition and processing of information and intelligence relating to actual or potential 
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politically motivated violence. 

The Format of the Research 

In keeping with the accepted practice of criminal justice research at the Institute of 

Police and Criminological Studies and the University of Portsmouth, the Harvard system has 

been used when citing secondary sources. However, when quotes are used from any source, 

they are fully accredited with exact identifying particulars, author, year of publication, page 

number or other documentary reference as appropriate. 

Following on from this Introduction, the research is ordered as follows: - 

Chapter One details the methodology employed in this research, including an 

explanation of the primary, secondary and newly discovered sources used and the 

difficulties that have been encountered in this process. 

Chapter Two constructs the foundations that are necessary before a more 

detailed consideration can be entered into. It traces two broad elements; the 

development of extreme Irish nationalism and the change from policing to an 

organised police, culminating in the formation of the Metropolitan Police 

Detective Department. 

Chapter Three details the establishment of the policing of potential political 

extremism and how this function was carried out in Britain. It commences with the 

activities of the Bow Street Runners in suppressing the Cato Street conspiracy of 

1820, encompasses the Metropolitan Police Detective Department during 1867 in 

responding, for the first time, to the activities of the Fenian Brotherhood on the 
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mainland and ends with the formal acceptance of political policing as a legitimate police 

responsibility, marked by the establishment of a permanent "Special" Branch of the 

Metropolitan Police in 1887. During this period, precedents were set on all 

sides, by the "physical force' nationalists, the British police and the United Kingdom 

government. 

The final catalyst to this process of evolution were the attacks of the 

early 1880s. These years saw a coalescing of the inter-related strands of 

extreme nationalism which emanated from Ireland but found expression in bomb 

attacks in Britain being launched from the USA. For the first time, the British 

mainland was deliberately attacked with the aim of forcing the Government to grant 

independence to Ireland. 

Chapter Four begins the thematic approach of looking at the police and their 

operations. The focus of the research begins to narrow onto the 

operational methodology of how the British police (especially the 

Metropolitan Police) approached the problem of extreme Irish nationalist 

violence in the late 1880s. 

The technique of surveillance, in its narrow sense of watching and 

following suspects, is examined as a crucial method employed to counter 

extreme Irish nationalist activity. However, surveillance in its broadest sense, 

as a facet of the overall defence mechanism of the state, is also examined to 

establish the existence or otherwise of the elements of what Sweeney felt able 

to claim was "a system of constant espionage" (Sweeney, 1904, p. 34). 

It encompassed work carried out abroad by and on behalf of the Metropolitan 

Police Special Branch, the use of police officers to implement border 
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controls at British and Continental ports and railway stations, physical 

surveillance, covert intelligence gathering on suspect Irish organisations and 

leading personalities and the monitoring of the letters and visitors of 

imprisoned Irish extremists. 

Chapter Five develops the thematic approach to police operational 

methodology by extending it to a specialised aspect at the heart of it; the use 

of informants. It categorises the different types of informant used against 

extreme Irish nationalists, from passive, low level "eyes and ears" sources to 

those deeply embedded in the physical force movement itself. Using 

previously unavailable Metropolitan Police documents, a detailed analysis and several 

case studies are presented. 

Chapter Six draws matters to a conclusion and seeks to assess the 

evidence available to support or disprove the initial three working propositions. 

Having outlined the scope of the research, it is now necessary to continue with a 

review of the research methodology (including the documentary sources that were used), how 

the work was carried out in practice and the difficulties that presented themselves as the work 

progressed. 
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NOTES 

(1) For example, the entire Detective department (Fifteen officers) were involved in the 

events of 1867 yet, by the time Clan-na-gael launched its first mainland attack in 1881, the 

sole police organisational link to those operations was through the memory of Chief 

Superintendent Adolphus Williamson. In 1867 he had been the newly appointed head of the 

Detective Department and in 1878 he became the operational head of the Criminal 

Investigation Department. However, by the early 1880s, all the officers under his command at 

the time of the previous attacks had either retired or, somewhat disturbingly, been convicted 

of corrupt practices in 1877 and hence dismissed. 

(2) Today (February 2001), the situation is closely mirrored by the activities of the 

Continuity IRA (CIRA), formed after a split from the IRA in 1986 and the larger self-styled 

"real" IRA (RIRA) who refer to themselves as "Oglaigh na h'Eireann" (literally; "Volunteers 

of Ireland"). RIRA, who proclaim that they alone are the only "true" republicans, are believed 

to have been behind the car bomb attack in Omagh on August 15th, 1998 which killed twenty 

nine people. The Chief Constable of the RUC, Sir Ronnie Flanagan, warned of the growing 

threat to security that is currently posed by an alliance between members of CIRA, RIRA and 

the Irish National Liberation Army (INLA) (The Guardian, September 13th, 1999). 

His predictions came to fruition in May and July 2000, when two attacks occurred on 

the mainland. Two small bombs were planted, probably by members of a dissident republican 

group, the first one under Hammersmith Bridge and a second adjacent to a rail and 

Underground line in Acton. Since then, an audacious attack on the headquarters of the Secret 

Intelligence Service (SIS) using a handheld military rocket launcher has been attributed to 

them, as have also three car bomb attacks. 
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(3) The Terrorism Act 2000 came into force on February 19th, 2001. Section 1 contains, a 

broader, more inclusive legal; "interpretation of terrorism" which encompasses violent acts or 

threats designed to coerce the government for political, ideological or religious reasons. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

EXISTING LITERATURE: PRIMARY AND SECONDARY SOURCES, 

INCLUDING NEW MATERIAL 

Reiner (1985 and 2000)) makes a useful distinction between what he calls the "cop- 

sided" and the "lop-sided" views of police history. The former, also known as the orthodox 

view, is set in the context of; "more or less informative versions.... of ideology as history" (Robinson, 

1978). This traditional approach is one which supports the idea that the development of 

policing was a consequence of the unilinear development of police activity. According to this 

view, this single minded movement towards an organised police was based largely upon the 

work of far sighted pioneers of policing such as Henry Fielding, Patrick Calquhoun, Robert 

Peel, Charles Rowan and Robert Mayne. The analyses which arrive at this conclusion are 

drawn from works, principally in the public domain, by researchers such as Critchley (1978), 

Stead (1977) and Reith (1938). 

Although these texts; "vary in analytical penetration and informative detail" (Reiner, 2000, 

p. 16) they share certain common assumptions. These assumptions are predicated on the 

notion that at the time of the development of organised policing in England and Wales, and 

driven by increasing industrialisation and urbanisation, there was a growing demand for order. 

The ideas which led to the formation of organised policing required that there was a balance 

between the desire for order and the recognition of personal liberty. The traditional view is 

that, sometimes against substantial resistance but through a series of deliberately created 

policies, the police were able to carry the majority of the population with them. 

This process was, according to Reiner, dependant on the construction of the notion of 

policing by consent (Reiner, 1985). It was achieved through the deliberate application of eight 
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principles put in place by Robert Peel and his Metropolitan Police Commissioners, Charles 

Rowan and Robert Mayne. These were: a bureaucratic organisation and structure to the 

police; the application of the rule of law; the strategy of minimal force; the prohibition of 

partisanship (i. e. specific steps to ensure that policing and police officers were not tied to 

political party demands); a service role which emphasised the fact that all policing is not 

necessarily concerned with law enforcement; preventative policing; an emphasis upon police 

effectiveness as measured through reductions in the fear of crime (although the expression was 

not used then) and an increase in public tranquillity; and finally, the deliberate incorporation 

of working class people into the police organisation and as its corollary, the equally deliberate 

exclusion of "gentlemen" from the policing role. 

By contrast, the lop-sided view of police history, also referred to as the revisionist 

view, is principally based on the work of Storch (1975), Spitzer and Scull (1977a and b) and 

others. It sees the development of policing as principally concerned with the desire of the 

"ruling classes" to keep so called dangerous elements of the working class population under 

control. Thus, quite frequently, such accounts are couched in the language and ideas of 

Marxism. 

There is no doubt that within these two apparently opposing historical perspectives 

there is one core element of agreement, that the development of professional policing in 

Britain was beset with substantial political conflict. The principle view expressed by Reith 

(1938) and his followers, that there was "a quick and relatively painless passage to acceptance" 

(Reiner, 1985, p. 45), is probably mistaken. Nevertheless, the overall concept and the strategic 

planning that was adopted by Robert Peel and his Commissioners to achieve it did eventually 

allow a substantial degree of acceptance amongst the working classes: - 

The police succeeded in acquiring this degree of legitimacy, in which they were no 

longer widely seen as a politically oppressive force, by a combination of 
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specific strategies which did give the British police a unique character, implanting 

them firmly in national mythology. 

(Reiner, 1985, p. 45) 

Reiner has also carried out work into the political debate concerning policing and 

subsequently produced "a framework for for examining the development of police research in Britain over 

the last thirty years. " (Reiner, 1989, p. 5). It is instructive to examine this in the context of 

research into political policing, as opposed to the politics of the police. 

The core of Reiner's work is contained in a typology (p. 10), based on a horizontal axis 

of the source of the police research (academic, official, critical and journalistic) against a 

vertical axis categorising the broad focal concerns of the research (concensus, controversy, 

conflict and contradiction). Two broad trends emerge; a growing body of academic work since 

1970 to which has been added an increasing amount of material originating from the other 

source categories and the predominant focus of research on the question of the control of the 

police and their role in the social and political structure. 

Interestingly, whilst Reiner does categorise certain published works referred to in this 

thesis, generally they are not at the core of most examinations of the development of political 

policing e. g. Ascoli (1979) (a "company history" of the Metropolitan Police) Steedman - 

(1984) (the development of rural policing in the early Victorian period) and Storch (1975) (the 

high level of resistance in the north of England to the introduction there of the "new police"). 

The exception to this is Bunyan (1976) and his "history" of political policing in Britain, 

which Reiner categorises as ̀ journalistic" and as contributing to the "conflict' category. 

A noteable omission appears to be Porter (1987) and his comprehensive book on the 

origins and establishment and growth of the Metropolitan Police "Special" Branch. The reason 

for this is clear and straightforward; the book had not been published when the actual 

conference to which Reiner contributed his work took place in 1985, albeit that the conference 
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proceedings were not published until 1989 (Weatheritt, 1989). 

However, it is instructive to see where Porter may contribute to Reiner's typology. 

His sources are predominantly "official", leavened with those that are "critical". As he deals 

with the issues surrounding the role of the "Special" Branch in mid-Victorian society, 

particularly those appertaining to its function as a "political police", it can be argued that its 

broad concerns are within the category designated as "conflict". It is here that Reiner argues 

"Police effectiveness has been called increasingly into question" and that the "macro issues of where the 

police stand in the social and political structure" have been discussed (Reiner, 1985, p. 7 and p. 12). 

This categorisation into "conflict", to a greater or lesser extent, also seems to apply to 

other published secondary works which are relevant to this research. It seems to apply 

particularly to those which focus on the Fenians of the 1860s and the efforts made by the 

police to counter them. They include Newsinger (1994), Rose (1970) and Quinlivan and Rose 

(1982). 

In contrast to this, there are works which are informative about, and indeed critical of, 

the achievements of the police in tackling extreme Irish nationalism, but they do not place this 

information and criticism into the wider criminal justice perspective identified above by Reiner 

e. g. Short (1979), Kee (1972), O'Broin (1971 and 1976). They are therefore more difficult to 

categorise individually. However, as a body they seem to be best placed on the border 

between "critical" and "concensus". 

The remainder of this chapter will examine the primary and secondary source material. 

The primary source material will be dealt with under a number of headings, the principle aim 

of which will be to establish the scope and variability of the available documentation. In 

addition, the provenance of the previously unexamined new material that will form the core of 

much that follows will be outlined here. Finally, a further section will deal with some of the 

secondary sources which either have been, or will be cited. 
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Review of the Source Material 

The historian Smith cites Tobias (1967) as opening the debate on 19th century crime 

with his research into the criminal underworld of Victorian London. He highlights Tobias's use 

of a mixture of source material, ranging from the evidence given to Parliamentary select 

committees, to books and accounts published by contemporaries (Smith, 1985). The 

methodology adopted in this research initially follows a similar pattern of documentary source 

use before focusing more specifically on certain primary source documents from the 

Metropolitan Police. 

Personal accounts must be treated with caution to allow for a variety of factors; the 

vagaries of human memory (both deliberate and unintentional), a subjective approach and the 

possibility of self-aggrandisement or the settling of scores, yet it is still possible for them to 

make a valid contribution to historical research. Personal accounts can be verified and put into 

context by other kinds of historical sources, thus leading to a realistic assessment of their 

value. 

These inherent dangers, once acknowledged, may also be marginally diminished if the 

research focuses on structures and operational methods rather than who did what, when and 

to whom. Throughout this research, where practicable, supporting evidence for personal 

accounts has been sought out and a healthy degree of scepticism maintained. 

The earliest major event of relevance occurred on September 29th, 1829. On that date, 

the constables of the Metropolitan Police took to the streets of London for the first time. It 

was a seminal event in the history of British policing, signalling as it did the change from a 

predominantly parochial model of policing to that of an organised, disciplined and uniformed 

police force. It was not an entirely novel concept as such a force already existed, in the form 

of the two Bow Street patrols (mounted and dismounted) and their detective arm, the Bow 

Street Runners. However, it was by far the largest in terms of officer numbers and was also 
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the most ambitious in the objective that its two Commissioners, Charles Rowan and Richard 

Mayne, set out to achieve. This was no less than the prevention of crime. 

Almost since those first days, articles and books began to be written about, and more 

rarely by, police officers. Officers themselves took many years before catching on to the fact 

that the public appeared to have an insatiable appetite for reading about how they earned their 

living but once the lesson had been learnt, it was not forgotten (1). 

A more detailed consideration of the published works relevant to this research follows. 

It deals, firstly with police related material and then, with material related to extreme Irish 

nationalism and its impact on the policing of Britain. 

A. Primary Source Material 

1. Published Primary Sources 

The great majority of the published material in this category can be considered as a 

primary source as it has been written down first hand. The format may differ, ranging from 

loosely structured reminiscences and memoirs to the more exact diary or other specific 

account. The bulk of it was written by police officers themselves and over the years, 

numerous volumes have been published. A second, much smaller category also exists, that of 

original observation and comment by an outside observer. Both types are detailed below. 

i). ' Memoirs, Reminiscences and Observations (Police) 

The operational realities of policing in the pre-Metropolitan Police days are uniquely 

described by a Bow Street Runner, Henry Goddard, who eventually became the Chief 
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Constable of Northamptonshire. His personal diaries lay forgotten until his family allowed 

them to be edited and published in 1956 (Pringle, 1956). From the perspective of this 

research, Goddard is usefully able to shed some light on the curious ten year period from 1829 

to 1839, when the Runners and the Metropolitan Police had an uneasy co-existence. 

The diary of Goddard not only covers crime but also aspects of "political crime" and 

the Bow Street Runners involvement in it. One of its earliest manifestations, that of the Cato 

Street conspiracy, is dealt with by Stanhope (1962) in a well-researched account based on 

original documentation whilst the earlier attempt by Jeremiah Brandreth to lead an "uprising" 

in Nottingham is documented in the report by a Special Commision of 1817. Both of these 

accounts begin to reveal the activities of informants and agents provocateurs. 

Moving on through history, various works by police officers are available which cover 

the Victorian period (1857 to 1901). The most numerous are those that deal with the activities 

of detective officers such as Andrew Lansdowne (1890) and John Littlechild (1894). It is 

informative to look at works which detail the working lives of detectives involved in solving 

purely criminal matters, as the methods that they used also formed the backbone of police 

operations against extreme Irish nationalists, anarchists and the like. 

A unique example of this joint approach is provided by John Littlechild. At first sight, 

his book, Reminiscences of Chief Inspector Littlechild (1894), should provide the definitive 

account of early police activity against extreme Irish nationalists, as they were written by the 

first operational head of "Special" Branch. Here is a man who was deeply involved in these 

matters from 1880 until his retirement in 1893. 

Alas, this is evidently the first of two planned volumes and in it he concentrates on his 

career as a detective of criminals. Initially, he was a Metropolitan Police detective based at 

Scotland Yard, with his own criminal caseload. However, from 1881 onwards, he became 

increasingly involved in investigating extreme Irish nationalist activity. He eventually retired 
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as the Chief Inspector in charge of "Special" Branch. His memoirs could have provided much 

valuable material on the formation and activities of the early efforts against the "Fenians" and 

anarchists but unfortunately, they predominantly concentrate on his early, pre-Special Branch 

career. As he himself puts it: - 

The reminiscences which are related in this volume are those chiefly connected with 

what may be termed ordinary, as distinct from political crime. 

(Littlechild, 1894, p. 7) 

Volume Two, if one was planned, never appeared and the researcher must look hard 

for information concerning both Special Branch and Irish extremism in the existing volume. 

Nevertheless, a careful search pays dividends as there is useful material in the volume, both in 

terms of the detectives operational approach to crime and criminals and, more specifically, his 

insights and references to his "political" policing activities. Consequently, this is a valuable 

source. 

Moving on through the late Victorian era, other writers emerge for consideration. John 

Sweeney, a "Special" Branch man who rose to public prominence in dealing with the 

anarchists of the 1890s sheds some further light on the methods used by "Scotland Yard" in 

his memoirs published in 1904. Unlike his near contemporary (and immediate senior officer) 

John Littlechild, the majority of Sweeney's book concerns his time in "Special" Branch. He is 

honest enough to admit that he had no personal dealings with the attacks mounted by the 

Skirmishers and Clan na Gael between 1881 and 1885 but he does provide a useful insight into 

operational methodology during that period and beyond. 

A fellow "Special" Branch officer of his was Inspector Morris Moser. He was 

involved with policing Clan na Gael and the Skirmishers in the 1880's, both in London and in 

Paris. His reminiscences, as recorded by Charles Rideal in 1890, "... originally appeared (through the 
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medium of the "Central Press") in a syndicate of newspapers" (Moser, 1890, p. 1) (2). 

A second chapter records another of his exploits, this time in Paris when conducting 

surveillance on extreme Irish nationalist suspects. This escapade involved rendering the 

suspect unconcious through a mixture of drink and drugs in order to open and read his letters. 

Confirmation of Moser's presence in Paris comes from Bussey (1910) who relates an incident 

where Moser, posing as a Polish Count, befriended a wanted Irish suspect. He tried to lure 

him onto "his" yacht, with a view to returning him to the authorities in the UK. Unfortunate 

circumstances thwarted the plan at the last moment. Moser himself, perhaps understandably, 

makes no mention of this incident in his memoirs. 

The thoughts and writings of officers from other Forces and Constabularies outside of 

London also serve to throw the occasional shaft of light on events, structures and operational 

methodologies. In Manchester, Jerome Caminada (1900), who retired from that force as a 

Superintendent, privately published his memoirs which detail, to a limited extent, local 

"Fenianism" in the 1880's and his role in combating it. One of the most surprising aspects is 

the extent to which Caminada traveled abroad as a consequence of these apparently local 

matters relating to extreme Irish nationalism. 

Looking to North America, Murray (1904), in his modestly titled book Memoirs of a 

Great Detective gives an insight into the investigative links between London, Canada and the 

USA after the attempt in 1900 by Clan na Gael members to destroy a lock on the Welland 

Canal by blowing it up. 

At the senior levels of "high policing", particularly concerning the Fenians in 1867 and 

their successors from 1880 onwards, we come across a man, Robert Anderson, who also 

straddles the field of both government and police approaches to counter extremism. He 

worked from 1867 as a semi-official governmental advisor on Fenianism and as the agent 

"handler" for Henri Le Caron (who contributed his own memoirs to the genre in 1894). 
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Anderson was appointed to the Metropolitan Police as Assistant Commissioner in charge of 

the CID in 1888 and hence assumed operational responsibility for their activities in 

countering Irish nationalist extremism. 

However, on the publication of his memoirs in 1906, with a further selection in 1910, 

his political contemporaries publicly called into question Anderson's reliability and accuracy 

as a witness. He was denounced by Sir William Harcourt, the Home Secretary at the time of 

the Irish extremist dynamite campaign of the early 1880s, on the grounds that he was using 

official information in his private memoirs. This was somewhat ironic as it is known that 

when Harcourt left the Home Office, he took with him large amounts of government 

correspondence relating to this very topic (Porter, 1987). 

Churchill too was not impressed by the memoirs but his most authoritative critic is 

probably Bussey (1910), who, using his association with Superintendent John Mallon of the 

Dublin Metropolitan Police, a man with first hand knowledge of many of the events, paints a 

picture of Anderson as a man who "talks a good job", irrespective of his personal 

involvement in it. Consequently, caution must be exercised in using Anderson as a source. A 

later account of Anderson's life by his son includes little that was not already published apart 

from revealing some details of his involvement in what must have been the final flourish for 

extreme Irish nationalist plots in the Victorian era and which centred on Glasgow, Boulogne 

and Rotterdam in August 1896 (Moore-Anderson, 1947). 

Mention must be made of a valuable, first-hand source (albeit one potentiallybearing a 

grudge against his former employer); ex-Detective Sergeant Patrick Maclntyre. He wrote a 

series of articles for Reynold's Newspaper, under the byline of "Scotland Yard - Its Mysteries 

and Methods", between February 3rd and May 19th, 1895. Maclntyre was a founder member 

of the "Fenian Bureau" at Scotland Yard in March 1883 and continued to serve with "Special" 

Branch until, after an apparently minor indiscretion, described as "Making false reports with 
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reference to his return to London from Special Duty", he was demoted to Police Constable and posted 

to Kentish Town in 1893 (Metropolitan Police Orders, September 14th, 1893). He reported 

"sick" to the Chief Surgeon on October 2nd, 1894 and resigned a few days later on October 

6th, 1894 (Metropolitan Police Orders). 

His revelations placed in the public eye more information than had ever before become 

public concerning the activities of the "Special". They are considered in detail, along with an 

assessment of their historical reliability in the context of his treatment by the Metropolitan 

Police. However, in summary, a great deal of Maclntyre's information is confirmed by 

another primary source, the unpublished account of Assistant Commissioner James Monro. 

Taken together, the end result is that, despite a possible motive to embarass his former 

employers, Maclntyre is a more accurate source than previously recognised and in turn, he 

corroborates various aspects of the little known work by his senior officer, James Monro. 

Monro's predecessor, with the title of Director of Criminal Investigations, was 

Howard Vincent. His tenure ran from 1878, when the Criminal Investigation Department was 

formed under him, hence he was in post for the majority of the campaigns launched by the 

Skirmishers and Clan na Gael. However, the only published work he left was a manual to 

guide police officers in the execution of their duty, entitled A Police Code and Manual of the 

Criminal Law (Vincent, 1881). He appears to have kept notes or a diary of some sort as it is 

quoted by Jeyes and Howe (1912) in their sensationalised account of his later career, The Life 

of Sir Howard Vincent. It provides little concrete material, although his comments on the 

"difficult" character of the Home Secretary, Sir William Harcourt, support those made by 

Monro in his unpublished reminiscences. 

In 1903 Melville MacNaughten became Assistant Commissioner (Crime), with overall 

responsibility for the Metropolitan Police response to crime, extremism and politically 

motivated crime. He had served as a young officer in the CID at Scotland Yard and may have 
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had inside knowledge of relevant events and personalities. In 1914, he published his memoirs 

but interesting as they are, information pertinent to this research is somewhat thin on the 

ground (MacNaughten, 1914). 

A contemporary of McNaghten was Frederick "Weasel" Wensley, a detective officer 

who joined the Metropolitan Police in 1888 and retired after over forty years service. He was 

closely involved in 1911 in the Siege of Sydney Street and related events. His memoirs 

provide an interesting insight into how surveillance was carried out by the detectives and the 

measures employed by certain criminals to defeat it (Wensley, 1933). 

As a final addition, though not a particularly illuminating one, mention should be made 

of the memoirs written by later Special Branch Officers such as Fitch (1933), Woodhall 

(1934) and Brust (1937). Whilst they are, on the whole, concerned with their careers in the 

Metropolitan Police Special Branch, they deal with events that are outside of the relevant time 

period for this research. They also deal primarily with events that have involved its authors 

when on duty as protection officers with Royalty or government ministers and hence are of 

little relevance to research into the operational methodology of intelligence gathering. 

It is not only memoirs and reminiscences that provide insights into the Victorian 

detective and his work. Charles Dickens was an early admirer of the detectives and featured 

several of them, including three of the original members of the Detective Department, 

Thornton, Shaw and Whicher, in a group interview in his paper Household Words (published 

as a weekly journal from March 1850-1859). It was entitled "The Detective Police" (Haworth, 

1927) and was so popular that he quickly followed it up with another one called "Three 

'Detective'Anecdotes". It featured stories told by serving detectives, known by pseudonyms; 

Inspector Wield (Field) and Sergeants Dornton (Thornton), Mith (Smith) and Witchem 

(Whitcher) (Haining, 1996). 

He took his interest further when he wrote in 1851 the first "fly on the wall" article 
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relating to the police, entitled "On Duty with Inspector Field'. In it he described a tour of duty 

in St Giles's notorious "rookery", undertaken with Inspector Charles Field whom Dickens 

had first met in 1850 (Dickens, Ed. by Gill, 1996). Dickens must have drawn on all these 

sources when he created and introduced the character of "Inspector Bucket of the Detective" to the 

readers of Bleak House, first published in nineteen monthly parts between March 1852 and 

September 1853 and then as a complete novel. 

Dickens' friend, protege and employee on the staff of Household Words, was Wilkie 

Collins. He shared his interest in the detectives and detection. From January to August 1868, 

Household Words serialised Collins' story "The Moonstone". It featured the fictional 

Sergeant Cuff but he is clearly based on Sergeant Jonathan Whicher. Substantial elements of 

the fictional plot are taken from the actual investigation carried out by Sergeant Whicher and 

Inspector Thornton into the murder of a young boy at Road, Somerset on June 29th, 1860 

(Stewart in introduction to Collins, 1986). The crime gripped the imagination of the public and 

it was described in great detail the following year with the publication of a book The Great 

Crime of 1860 -A Critical Review (Stapleton, 1861). In this case of murder, fiction followed 

fact into print. 

The detectives and their activities, described by Collins and Dickens in their novels, 

may have been fictional but they were also firmly rooted in real detectives, their methods and 

investigations. Accordingly, they have a contribution to make to any historical study of 

policing in the Victorian era. 

It appears that only one writer, reasonably contemporary to the events portrayed, has 

produced a work of fiction based on the activities of the early "Special" Branch. He is Joseph 

Conrad in his 1906 serial, later a novel, entitled The Secret Agent. Whilst a work of fiction, it 

takes as its starting point the incident in 1894 when the anarchist, Martial Bourdin, blew 

himself up with his own bomb when trying to plant it in Greenwich Observatory. Included 
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within the novel are several characters based on real people, the Home Secretary (Sir William 

Harcourt), the Assistant Commissioner (a blend of Robert Anderson and Howard Vincent) 

and the Chief Inspector charged with monitoring the activities of the anarchists, Inspector 

William Melville (Conrad, 1990, with an introduction by Seymour-Smith). 

Fact and fiction intermingle in the story. Disentangling it, whilst an interesting exercise, 

does not really add to our knowledge of the early "Special" Branch. However, further evidence 

can be revealed by examining the material produced by their main protagonists; Irish 

nationalists who were prepared to use physical force to achieve their political ends. 

ii). Memoirs, Reminiscences and Observations (Irish Republican) 

From the 1860's onwards, a large amount of published first hand material is available 

concerning Irish nationalism and republicanism which can be utilised in research e. g. Denieffe 

(1906), Devoy (1929) and Ryan (1946). Understandably, information from these sources on 

police and policing is relatively sparse but very welcome when it appears. For instance, 

Condon (1908), an active "Fenian" participant, describes the arrests of Kelly and Deasey in 

Manchester during 1867, their subsequent rescue and the unsucessful police operation to 

recapture them (Condon, 1918, cited in Rose, 1970). 

Some of the leading personalities have left fairly full accounts of their activities. The 

earliest, Denieffe (1906) details the nascence of Fenianism in America and his role in re- 

kindling the embers of Irish revolt through the establishment of the Irish Revolutionary 

Brotherhood in 1858. Rossa (1882) gives a unique insight into the treatment of suspected 

Fenians within the appalling conditions of the Victorian prison system and hence an insight 

into why he was instrumental in sending the Skirmishers to this country to carry out their 

attacks from 188lonwards. 
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Two other leading participants, active in America and who left their memoirs, are 

worthy of note. They are John Devoy (1906) and Desmond Ryan (1929). More importantly, 

from the perspective of this research, is Dr Mark Ryan (1946). This remarkable individual 

was a thorn in the flesh of the British government and Scotland Yard for decades. As a fifteen 

year old he took part in the rising in Ireland in 1865. He worked tirelessly in Britain in 

support of an Irish revolution. Despite many close encounters with the detectives at Scotland 

Yard he was never convicted of any offence and took the salute from the Irish Free State 

Army when the British Army marched out of Dublin Castle for the last time in 1921. He 

provides us with the perspective of someone almost constantly at the receiving end of police 

counter extremist activity. 

Finally, both sides of the equation relating to the police and the policed throw up some 

interesting contributors who do not, at first sight appear to be relevant to events on the 

British mainlandbut on closer examination prove to be enlightening. For instance, Henri Le 

Caron (1894) wrote of his many years as a "spy" for the British government when he worked 

within the Clan na Gael movement in America. His recorded thoughts on the effectiveness of 

the "Irish Bureau" of Scotland Yard are therefore worthy of note. Similiarly, John Mallon, 

Superintendent of G Division of the Dublin Metropolitan Police (DMP) was a Fenian 

specialist and had many contacts with the nascent Special Branch of the Metropolitan Police. 

He seems to have formed a friendship with the journalist and writer Bussey (1910) who 

recorded many of Mallon's thoughts and comments. 

Both sources have a significant contribution to make to the better understanding of 

how the police, and the Metropolitan Police Detectives in particular, dealt with the challenge 

of extreme Irish nationalism. 
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iii). Official Documentary Sources (Metropolitan Police) 

No matter how many books of reminiscences and memoirs are considered, they are 

only one aspect of the overall historical picture. They can be used to mark out in bold some 

of the more prominent features in the foreground, fill in some of the detail and on occasion, 

bring into focus matters which were unclear or totally hidden. However, it is the use of 

primary source material that converts a preliminary sketch into the substantive picture. In 

turn, this brings with it clarity of vision and an increase in understanding of the subject. Before 

this stage can be reached when considering the policing of extreme Irish nationalism or other 

aspects of political policing, several obstacles loom large. 

One of the strongest forces working against the survival of relevant documents 

produced by the Metropolitan Police has been a lack of space, particularly at Scotland Yard. 

Consequently, "spring cleaning" has taken its toll. 

Writing of conditions in the early Detective Department during the 1870s, Detective 

Inspector Andrew Lansdowne, who joined the Metropolitan Police in 1869 (Metropolitan 

Police Orders, May 17th, 1869), gives a useful glimpse of their working conditions at 

Scotland Yard. It conveys an atmosphere redolent of dust and overcrowding: - 

At Scotland Yard, documents and papers have an alarming tendency to accumulate 

and they all have to be sorted under the heads of murder, burglaries, larcenies etc., for 

convenience of ready reference. How this really gigantic work was satisfactorily done 

when these dockets had to be stored away on landings and in odd cupboards passes 

my comprehension.... 

(Lansdowne, 1890, p. 15) 

By May 1890, The Times could offer a description of Scotland Yard which shows 

60 



that things were still fundamentally unchanged: - 

Innumerable books are piled on staircases, so that they are almost impassable, piles 

of clothing, saddles and horse furniture and all manner of things are heaped up in little 

garrets in a state of what outside Scotland Yard would be called hopeless confusion. 

(Times cited in Lansdowne, 1890, p. 15) 

There is no doubt that the move from the original buildings in Whitehall Place to the 

"New Scotland Yard" in November 1890 led to "a few bonfires during the removal (which) made 

insignificant inroads into the accumulating reports and returns..... " (Browne, 1956, p. 231) (3). 

Many documents are still preserved, particularly the more important ones; 

Metropolitan Police Orders, Commissioner's Reports, House of Commons Select Committee 

Reports and Home Office reports, all of which have been used during this research. The 

previously avaliable primary source documents concerning the Metropolitan Police examined 

during this research are all located in the Commissioner's Library, New Scotland Yard or at the 

Metropolitan Police Historical Section, Charlton. They are listed in Table 1.1 below. - 

Table 1.1 

Published Primary Source Documents Held in the Commissioner's Library 

New Scotland Yard 

Metropolitan Police Act, 1829 

Metropolitan Police Instruction Book, 1829 

Metropolitan Police, General Orders and Regulations (1829 and 1893 editions) 

Metropolitan Police Orders (Volumes 1842 to 1903) 
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Report from the Select Committee on the Police of the Metropolis, with 
Minutes of Evidence, 1834 

Report from the Select Committee on the Petition of Frederick Young 

and Others (Police), 1833 

Minutes of Evidence to the Select Committee on the Petition of Frederick Young 

and Others (Police), 1833, vols 1 and 2 

Report from the Select Committee on Cold Bath Fields meeting, with 
Minutes of Evidence, 1833 

Report of the Departmental Committee of the Home Office, 1868 

Report of the Departmental Commission Appointed by the Secretary of 
State for the Home Office to Inquire into the State, Discipline and 
Organization of the Detective Force of the Metropolitan Police, with 
Minutes of Evidence, 1878 

Report on the Condition of the Metropolitan Police Stations, 1881 

Special Commission, The Trial of Jeremiah Brandreth for High Treason, 1817 

Metropolitan Police Superannuation Inquiry, 1889 

Yearly Reports, Commissioner of the Police of the Metropolis (1870 - 1884) 

Yearly Reports, Commissioner of the Police of the Metropolis (Deaths in Service 

Supplement, 1859) 

Metropolitan Police Register of Police, 1850 and 1851 

Metropolitan Police Yearly Estimates, The Receiver, Metropolitan Police (1885 - 1895) 

Whilst these documents provide a fuller insight into many aspects of policing, there are 

only limited glimpses into political policing and how it was carried out. It is at this 

"operational" level that a knowledge gap appears to exist, especially with regard to the 

policing of extreme Irish nationalism. What officers did on a day-to-day basis and how they 
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actually carried out their role in this appears to be sparsely documented and little researched. 

However, the documents listed in Table 1.1 have proved to be most useful. 

In the case of the published primary sources, various books have proved elusive, 

despite extensive searches. Even the combined efforts of the British Library, the 

Commissioners Library at New Scotland Yard, the Home Office Library and the Library of 

the House of Commons have been unable to provide or locate a copy of potentially useful 

works such as Police Spy (White, 1838), Recollections of a Detective (Fuller, 1912) and 

Scotland Yard (Cavanagh, 1871). 

Other published books are now so rare that they only appear to exist as scarce 

"collectable" books. Consequently, they have their own not inconsiderable market value and, 

unless they are purchased, are not available for research purposes e. g. the two volumes of the 

Chronicles of Bow Street Police Office (Fitzgerald, 1888), a work detailing its history, 

functioning and investigations, is currently listed for sale in a specialist catalogue at a price of 

£125. It is not available in the British Library 

Another reason why certain relevant documents could not be consulted in compiling 

this research is that, unfortunately, they have been stolen. The original papers kept by 

Merseyside Police which relate to the activities of the Fenians in the 1860s were removed 

from the Force archive in 1986 by an unknown person and have not been seen since. This is 

not a unique event. In the 1920s, documents relating to "Jack the Ripper" and Crippen were 

removed from the Yard and eventually returned in 1987. A further one hundred pages were 

removed in 1981 from the Scotland Yard "Jack the Ripper" suspects file, stored at the Public 

Record Office, Kew (Begg, Fido & Skinner, 1991). These have never been recovered. 

Primary records relating to the 1880s, the formative period of the Metropolitan Police 

Special Branch (MPSB), are particularly scarce. There are various reasons for this. Firstly, the 

bomb explosion at Scotland Yard on May 30th 1884 destroyed many documents relating to 
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the early years of the "revolutionary party" i. e. the Fenians (Sweeney, 1904) and the work of 

destruction continued during World War Two when old files were pulped in order to provide 

paper for recycling (Porter, 1985). 

iv) Other Official Documentary Sources 

New Primary Source Material 

Apparently against all the odds, original records still exist which help to provide some 

illumination on the work of the early Metropolitan Police Special Branch and its role in 

countering extreme Irish nationalist activity. They are all bound books, a fact which probably 

saved them from pulping, and also date from after the 1884 attack. They are detailed below in 

Table 1.2: - 

Table 1.2 

Primary Source Documents Made Available for the First Time from the 

Specialist Operations Retained Archive 

Metropolitan Police Ledgers, headed "Special Account" 

Volume 1 1888 -1894 

Volume 2 1894-1901 

Volume 3 1901-1912 

Chief Constable's CID Register, "Special Branch", 1888 - @1892 

Metropolitan Police, "Special Branch, Record of Postings and 
Promotions, 1886 - 1917" 
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A debt of gratitude is owed to all those unknown officers who, over the last one 

hundred years, have resisted the temptation to clear out these fascinating but, (from their 

professional point of view), operationally unnecessary volumes, from the cupboards and filing 

cabinets of New Scotland Yard where they must have occupied valuable space. 

After the discovery of these books, one after another over a period of some months 

and in various stores and archives, permission was granted to use these original records in the 

research. All of them are currently lodged in the Specialist Operations Archive at New 

Scotland Yard. 

The five bound ledgers cover different aspects of the workings of the Victorian Special 

Branch. Prior to this research, their survival was unknown and their importance to a 

systematic study of the operational aspects of policing extreme Irish nationalist activity had 

not been considered. Consequently, no research has previously been carried out using the 

primary source documents described below. 

New Official Document One - The Special Account Books - Volumes 1 to 3 

There are three "Special Account" books, each measuring 160mm by 200mm, and printed 

into five columns per page. They detail, amongst other items, what appears to be the cash 

amounts paid out to individual informants. In all, approximately six thousand individual 

entries span a total of the twenty four years from 1888 to 1912. 

Book One is headed "Special Account" and runs from February 1st, 1888 to December 

5th, 1894. Book Two, with no heading, commences on December 12th, 1894 and finishes on 

December 25th, 1901. Book Three, again with no heading, covers the years from January 1st 

1902 to March 27th, 1912. 

Whilst they do not provide any operational information directly appertaining to the 

policing of extreme Irish nationalism during the period of 1881-1885 when Irish activities were 
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at a peak, they do give a unique insight into the workings of the MPSB from shortly after its 

formal inception in February, 1887 (Metropolitan Police Orders, February 3rd, 1887) until 

well beyond the turn of the century. It is likely that there had been substantial change in the 

years leading up to the period covered by the first volume. 

They also show that, whatever the public protestations of senior police officers and 

politicians concerning their apparent distaste at the use of "spies", such individuals were 

actively recruited by the police who then paid them with the money provided for that 

purpose by the government. Consequently, a study of the documents contributes to 

addressing the problem identified by Greer (1995) :- 

In spite of the rich historical literature on informers in various political movements, 

little attempt has been made to study the phenomenon systematically. 

(Greer, 1995, p. 18) 

This published material ranges from the earliest examples in the 1798 rebellion, through 

to the Fenians of the 1860s and beyond into the 1880s. It identifies many people who acted 

as informants on behalf of the British government (Pakenham, 1969; Kee, 1972; Boyd, 1984). 

The question of identification is further confused as at least one of the informants employed 

by the early MPSB, was not only widely and publicly suspected but also admitted his role in 

a letter to a newspaper after an article had been published detailing his involvement in the 

Walsall bomb case (Reynolds Newspaper, April 21st, 1895). This may have been an early 

precedent for the current trend for informants who have operated against the IRA and from 

published accounts of their double lives; men such as Sean O'Callaghan (1998) and Martin 

McGartland (1997). 

A notable recent addition to the work on informants is Hart (1998), carried out as part 

of his study of IRA activity in Cork during the years 1916 to 1923. Hart gives quantitative 
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evidence to illustrate the period during the 1920's when open warfare existed between the 

IRA and British forces in Ireland. He found that: - 

At least 204 civilians were deliberately shot by the IRA in Cork in the course of the 

revolution, the vast majority of whom were alleged to be spies or informers. 

(Hart, 1998, p. 295) 

Using captured IRA intelligence reports, Royal Irish Constabulary and other 

documents, Hart has identified data in three categories; those whom the IRA suspected of 

informing, those whom the IRA punished for informing and those who actually were 

informants (4). 

When researching and writing about these new documents, despite their subjects being 

long dead, an ethical dilemma presented itself. Is it right to reveal the true name of someone 

who, when they were employed as an MPSB informant, would have expected their name to 

remain a secret? The Security Service released to the Public Records Office in November 1997 

various classified documents relating to the earliest years of the formation of the Service. 

However, their current policy is that no one who has passed information to them will be ever 

be identified in publicly released records (conversation with confidential source). 

However, the viability of the "no names" policy is already coming under question in 

the Courts. In February 1998, the Secret Intelligence Service (SIS), also known as MI6, was 

forced by the High Court to identify a businessman who has worked for them over the last 

twenty years (5). In the words of The Sunday Times: - 
The disclosure of such sensitive information will cause embarrassment to Sir David 

Spedding, head of SIS, which is committed to the protection of agent identity. 

(The Sunday Times, February 22nd, 1998, p. 3) 
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On balance, it was decided to use the names of the informants as they are recorded in 

the primary documents. They may or may not be accurate. However, all have been dead for 

many years and, looking at the long periods that a large number of them spent working for 

MPSB, it is quite possible that this belated recognition of their services may well have met 

with their approval. There are also certain cases, detailed in the relevant chapter, where a 

knowledge of their identity is a crucial factor in a greater understanding of the functioning of 

the Victorian Special Branch and the scope of its operations. 

New Official Document Two - Records of Service 

As well as the Account Books, a further, larger book has come to light. It measures 

20cm by 33cm and is headed "Special Branch Records of Service - 27.11.86 to 2.1.1917". It seems to 

have performed several functions related to personnel. The volume is divided into various 

sections. The first of these is extracts from Metropolitan Police Orders relating to the 

transfers into, within and out of Special Branch. This is invaluable as trying to reconstruct 

today such movements by relying on the Police Orders published at the time is virtually 

impossible due to the difficulties in disentangling which CID postings actually referred to 

Special Branch. Another section refers to each individual officer's postings, transfers, 

promotion and retirement dates. The final part of the book details officers postings to coastal 

ports, both in Britain and abroad. 

New Official Document Three - The Chief Constable's Register 

The last book to be discovered is a bound ledger. It is a massive tome, measuring 

27cms by 38cms by 6cms and weighing 4 kilograms. The front cover is embossed with the 

words "Crime Department - Special Branch" and the first page bears a stamp "Criminal Investigation 

Dept. - Chief Constables Office - SPECIAL", with the hand written date of "20.4.88" inserted into its 
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centre. 

It appears to serve several functions and each page is divided into four columns, each 

headed respectively: - 

Name Subject Reference to Folio in Correspondence 

(briefly) Correspondence Register 

At the rear of the book, two pages detail anonymous letters sent to the Branch. A 

further six pages contain references to extracts from the press, ranging from the radical to the 

establishment, both from within Great Britain and abroad. However, it is the remainder of the 

book that contains the most significant research material. 

It is organised into alphabetical cuts, with each letter further divided into sub-cuts 

headed A, E, I, O, U. At thirty five lines a page there is a minimum of one thousand entries per 

letter of the alphabet, plus "Mc" and the use of the spare capacity at the back for overflow. 

Very few pages are not filled completely, giving a total of up to thirty thousand, one line 

entries. 

A number in the "Reference to Correspondence" column, always in the format of a fraction 

e. g. 3622/2, accompanies each one line entry. Another number, usually between one and four 

hundred e. g. 294 appears in the "Folio in Correspondence Register" column. (See Chapter Five for 

a fuller version of how this filing system appears to have operated). 

Overall, the ledger appears designed to operate on three levels :- 

i) As a register of correspondence sent to Special Branch by the 

rest of the Metropolitan Police, other Police Forces, the Home 

Office, other government departments and members of the 

public. 

69 



ii) As an index to the reports submitted by its own officers. 

iii) As a nominal and subject index of people and topics mentioned 

at i) and ii) above. 

Specific dates are rarely given but by taking an archaeological approach to what entries 

lie before or after a dated entry, a rough estimate of the possible date of the others can 

sometimes be inferred. 

An Analysis and Assessment of the New Official Sources 
. 

By the use of a process of cross-referencing with other primary documents and 

contemporary published sources, it is possible to piece together what aspects of extreme Irish 

nationalism were occupying the working hours of the early Special Branch detectives, 

particularly in the late 1880s and 1890s. Careful analysis has enabled a chrononogical 

reconstruction of the contents of some of their files to be achieved. A better understanding has 

emerged of their operational methodology and in turn, broad conclusions can be reached 

concerning how "political policing" was actually carried out by the "Special" Branch in its 

early, formative years. 

In order to achieve this, it was necessary to devise and implement a process to convert 

the thirty thousand or so apparently disparate entries, listed alphabetically by report content, 

into data that was firstly, relevant to the research and secondly, was ordered by specifically 

designated category. A three stage methodology was adopted to address this problem: - 

i) All the entries in the Register were read and assessed for relevance to 

the research topic. The selected entries were then recorded in a 

database. 
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ii) Twenty categories of information which would assist in advancing the 

arguments in favour or against the main research contentions were 

devised and deliniated e. g. informants, physical surveillance, contacts 

with other Police Forces, contacts with the RIC, prisons and convicts. 

iii) Each one of the assessed database entries was then assigned a 

predefined category, based on the relevance of the entry to the 

category. 

The application of this methodology resulted in all the identified Irish related entries in 

the Register being classified and collated with similiar or related entries. Once the original 

research material had been analysed in this way, it was then possible to place material from 

other primary documents and published sources into the same appropriate categories. 

Consequently, all the sources used in the research were conflated into a meaningful form 

which then became amenable to further analysis. 

As well as the primary sources that originated from the Metropolitan Police and 

described thus far, other primary documents, apparently little used in previous research, were 

also utilised. They are detailed as follows: - 

The Unpublished Memoirs of James Monro and Associated Material 

In the course of my research, I was fortunate to discover the existence of the 

unpublished memoirs of James Monro, the Assistant Commissioner in the Metropolitan 

Police who had the responsibility from June 1884 onwards for countering the activities of the 

Skirmishers and Clan na Gael. They are not referred to in any of the literature directly relevant 

to this research and I suspect that it was generally unknown that he had left any written 
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account of his time in that post (6). 

In essence, they initially came to light in August 1983 when Christopher Monro, the 

grandson of James, wrote to the Radio Times as a result of hearing the BBC radio series about 

the Whitechapel murders allegedly committed by "Jack the Ripper". Whilst his every attempt 

to contact Christopher failed, other members of the Monro family were located and hence so 

were the handwritten memoirs of James Monro "safely tucked away at the back of a cupboard in an 

Edinburgh suburb, unseen by anyone outside the immediate family" (Howells and Skinner, 1987, p. 91). 

From the perspective of these two authors, the papers were a "great disappointment" as they 

made no mention at all of the Ripper case. 

Fortunately, the papers are far more forthcoming in relation to the dynamite campaign 

of 1884/1885, the power struggle between Monro and Jenkinson and the Jubilee Plot of 1887 

and extensive use has been made of them. The memoirs consist of ninety five typed pages, 

divided into sections: - 

Letter to his son, headed "My dear Charlie", dated "Mar. 25/03" 

"Geneva Watch Fraud" 

"Case of Clinchwood" 

"A Hunter's Tale" 

"Case of Julsi Ram" 

"Mabel Wilberforce" 

"The Ratepayer and his Christmas Box" 

(p. 1-12) 

(p. 13 - 19) 

(p. 20 - 27) 

(p. 28 - 39) 

(p. 40 - 42) 

(p. 43 - 45) 

(p. 46 - 47) 
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Untitled, but covers "the dynamite campaign" (p. 48 - 63) 
Signed "Darjeeling, April `03" 

"II" (details the denoument of Jenkinson and the "Jubilee Plot" (p. 64 - 90) 

"m" (the plot of J. S. Walsh to assasinate Balfour) (p. 91 - 95) 
Dated "April 1903" 

As well as the forty seven pages from page 48 onwards, one other section; 

"A Hunter's Tale", whilst it was included by Monro as an interesting case of criminality, also 

closely relates to Metropolitan Police operations against extreme Irish nationalists, including 

how the operational activities of Edward Jenkinson impacted on them. In total, fifty nine 

pages of the memoirs (62%) are directly relevant to the events of 1884 to 1888. 

There can be little doubt that the memoirs are genuine. They contain much detail that 

would only be known to Monro or others who moved in the same circles and they are 

corroborated by, and in turn corroborate, other primary sources such as ex-Detective Sergeant 

Patrick Maclntyre. They are significant historically in two respects, they reveal very 

interesting details of operational methodology and also provide an authoritative counter- 

weight to Jenkinson's oft repeated derogatory remarks concerning his opinions of Scotland 

Yard and its detectives. 

The "Cross Rules" and Associated Material 

The existence of a set of "rules", laid down in 1885 by the Home Secretary, Lord 

Cross, as a mechanism to manage the fractious relationship between the Home Office "Secret 

Service" (led by Edward Jenkinson) and the Metropolitan Police "Special" Branch (led by 

James Monro) came to my attention from an unexpected source. Popplewell (1995), in his 

excellent volume on British intelligence operations against Indian revolutionaries and 

nationalists during the nineteenth century comments: - 
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Cross developed a set of basic rules governing the operation of the 

central intelligence department under Jenkinson and the local 

investigating agencies, namely the Special Branch of the Metropolitan 

Police and the British provincial police forces. 

(Popplewell, 1995, p. 47) 

He then briefly examines their importance in underpinning the reform of intelligence 

gathering in India that was occasioned by the final report of a Police Commission into this 

particular topic, chaired by Sir Andrew Fraser. However, Popplewell gives no quotes or 

extracts from the rules or any other indication as to what they may have appertained to. 

In order to discover what exactly the "Cross Rules" were, research was conducted in the 

British Library, Oriental and India Office Collections to locate the document cited by 

Popplewell. This proved problematic due to the lack of exact referencing but it was eventually 

found. The document concerned was written by Sir Andrew Fraser, the Chief Commissioner 

of the Central Provinces, and is entitled "Note on the Proposed Establishment of a Central 

Criminal Investigation Department" (L/PJ/6/670(493/04). It revealed that Fraser had 

discussed this issue with James Monro at a conference that had recently been held in Bengal. 

Monro had given, on the basis of confidentiality, certain papers to Fraser which he felt would 

have a direct bearing on the work of the Commission. They were as follows: - 

i) Letter, James Monro to Edward Jenkinson (copied to Sir William 

Harcourt), dated June 19th, 1885. 

ii) Letter, Sir William Harcourt to James Monro (copied to Edward Jenkinson), 

dated June 22nd, 1885 
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iii) Confidential note, Sir Richard Cross to Monro and Jenkinson, dated July 

7th, 1885 

This latter document, which deliniates the Cross Rules, is reproduced in full at 

Appendix B. 

The three documents, when taken together, are important for two reasons. Firstly, 

they are evidence that the principles laid out by Monro and re-iterated by Cross were the 

foundations upon which political intelligence gathering in India was organised and carried out 

from 1903 onwards. Sir Andrew Fraser was in no doubt as to their potential efficacy: - 

It seems to me here that we have precisely what we want in India. This incident shows 

us the central agency falling into the not unnatural error of employing its own agents in 

local work without the knowledge of the responsible local officers, and the failure 

which such a course entails. This failure led, however, to the adoption of a system 

which seems to me to be perfectly sound and to be precisely what we require in India. 

(Sir Andrew Fraser, April 25th, 1903, p. 7- 8) 

However, they are equally, if not more important for what they reveal of the situation 

in Britain itself. They show that the Cross Rules were not devised and imposed unilaterally 

by the Home Secretary on two equally errant individuals but in a very large measure echo the 

guidelines set out by Monro in his letter of June 19th to Jenkinson. They are therefore very 

much a product of his thinking on the matter. 

The letter from Harcourt to Monro can be construed as both a rebuke to Jenkinson and 

support for the position taken by Monro. It also seems to indicate that Jenkinson had still 

failed to grasp the reality of his own position, both constitutionally and within the machinery 

of government. 

Finally, the letters and confidential note serve to corroborate the views of Monro on 
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the whole issue, as set out in his unpublished memoirs. As a consequence, Monro can be seen 

far more of an instigator than the negative view of him promulgated by Jenkinson has 

previously led us to believe. 

Popplewell also provided a further, unexpected avenue of research. His mention of the 

existence of a Special Branch in the Punjab in 1876 opened up the intriguing possibility that 

the origins of the concept of a Special Branch lay in India. Several documents in the Oriental 

and India Office Collection bear on this idea and they are discussed more fully in Chapter 

Three. 

The Melville Valedictory and Associated Material 

In 1998 I was contacted by a researcher from the BBC 2 series "Timewatch". They 

were producing a programme, to be shown on November 18th, 1998, and entitled "The 

Gentlemen Spies", which would detail the formation and early years of the Security Service 

from 1909 onwards. It was timed to coincide with the release to the Public Records Office at 

Kew of an initial batch of Security Service documents originating from the period. The BBC 

had been allowed early access to these documents and hence they had come across a figure 

who appeared to have been instrumental in the early development of the Security Service, 

originally designated as "MO 5" and later as, "MI 5". 

The man in question was William Melville, a retired Chief Inspector from the 

Metropolitan Police who had headed its Section d, also known as Special Branch. 

Consequently, the Metropolitan Police were contacted to see if they could provide any details 

of Melville's background and career and I was approached to assist. 

William Melville was a long standing member of the early Special Branch, retiring in 

1903 and immediately taking up a post in the War Department. It is known that Melville's 

successor as head of Special Branch, Superintendent Patrick Quinn, had a close working 
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relationship with Vernon Kell, the first head of MI5 (West, 1981) but the close involvement 

of Melville in that organisation and his contribution to it until his second retirement in 1917 

does not appear to have been examined before. 

Using a long "valedictory" letter prepared by Melville in his final days with 

"MI 5" in 1917, other newly released papers and those that had already been lodged with the 

Public Records Office, further consideration is given in Appendix D to the legacy he left to the 

fields of UK counter extremism and counter espionage. 

B. Secondary Sources 

The process of extracting relevant information from the numerous secondary works 

which deal, in one aspect or another, with police and policing was akin to mining gold. 

Initially, a large number of generally focused books needed to be read in order to build up a 

picture of where the detailed research needed to be concentrated. As this became clearer, more 

specialist volumes and papers could then be consulted. Productive seams were then located 

and mined for information. 

However, it was clear that, due to the focus of the research on to what exactly the 

detectives did, plus the inherently secretive nature of their activities, relevant information was 

scattered widely throughout the literature and occasionally, turned up in the most unexpected 

places. 

An example of this was when a casual browse through a children's book on the history 

of the Metropolitan Police revealed that Chief Inspector John Littlechild had given evidence 

on the working conditions of detectives to the Metropolitan Police Superannuation Enquiry in 

1889. An original copy of this report was then located in the Commissioner's Library at New 

Scotland Yard and consequently provided first hand evidence, in his own words, of the 

hardships and discomfort endured by "Special" officers when they were engaged on 
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surveillance duties. Additionally, this evidence was provided by the man who was at the heart 

of policing the threat from extreme Irish nationalism in the 1880's. This source of information 

is not cited in any of the more scholarly published work used in this research. 

From the perspective of the literature on Irish history (and more particularly Irish 

history from a nationalist or republican viewpoint) the pattern of widely scattered nuggets of 

relevant information buried in less useful material, as was found in research into police and 

policing, also holds good. The events of the last thirty years have ensured that Ireland and its 

turbulent relationship with the UK have not only kept it prominently at the forefront of 

political, military and police thinking but has also provided numerous published works, many 

of which contain historical references relevant to its impact on British policing. 

For both the police and Irish nationalist related literature, in order to deliniate the main 

strands of the research, the same approach was adopted as was taken with detailing the 

primary sources in the preceding sections. In essence, this consists of combining both the 

historical period with the relevant aspect of the topic under consideration, commencing with 

the earliest references first. 

i). Police Historical 

The period prior to the formation of the Metropolitan Police in 1829 is increasingly 

well served in the literature as academic interest in it has continued to gather momentum over 

the last twenty years or so. A seminal article on the formation of the "New Police" was written 

by Storch in 1975. Entitled "The Plague of Blue Locusts ", a quote taken from an early 

handbill protesting at their very existence, it puts forward a compelling case that their 

acceptance by the public and radical politicians not only merely begrudging but was actively 

hostile (Storch, 1975). 

From this point on, a debate began to emerge between the proponents of the 
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"orthodox" school of police evolution, who saw the introduction of the police as a response to 

crime e. g. Reith (1956), Radzinowicz (1948 onwards), Critchley (1978) and those who were 

more "revisionist" in their outlook and claimed that their primary role was to ensure that the 

existing, highly polarised social order was maintained, by force if required e. g. Brogden (1982), 

Bunyan (1977). Both sets of arguments are analysed by Reiner, who then proposes a further 

model based on a "neo-Reithian synthesis" (Reiner, 1985, p. 47). This acknowledges the work of 

the police reformers and their desire to control crime whilst at the same time firmly rooting 

organised policing in the fundamentally conflict ridden society in which the policing must 

inevitably take place. 

The historical background to this debate is provided by various authors. Emsley 

(1987) deals with the introduction and spread of organised policing throughout Britain during 

the Victorian era, a task continued by Steedman who concentrates primarily on its impact 

outside of London and the major cities (Steedman, 1984). 

Emsley makes two specific claims that are examined in this research but he reaches 

different conclusions. Firstly, that "Both Rowan and Mayne were reluctant to employ their men in plain 

clothes and not simply because of their faith in uniformed, preventive patrols" (Emsley, 1987, p. 190). 

Evidence is presented in Chapter Two which shows that Mayne at least had no such general 

qualms about officers in plain clothes. Indeed, he was a strong advocate of their use. 

Secondly, Emsley claims that there was a "... failure of the Metropolitan Police in intelligence 

gathering during the Fenian outrages in 1867... " (Emsley, 1987, p. 191). It is demonstrated in Chapter 

Three that there was pre-emptive intelligence available from various informants concerning the 

Fenian attempt to raid the armoury at Chester castle, the successful attempt to free Kelly and 

Deasey from a prison van in Manchester and the attempt to release Burke from Clerkenwell 

prison in London. However, only in the first instance was it acted upon in a timely and 

effective manner. The latter two instances were not failures of intelligence, they were failures 

. 
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of operational response to the intelligence that was obtained (see also Chapter Six for a further 

discussion on this important distinction). Both the Manchester and Metropolitan Police 

Forces responded to the information that they were given in advance of events but not in an 

effective manner. 

London, whilst not the place where the earliest experiments in organised policing took 

place, certainly provided the engine which drove its development forward. Babington (1969) 

sets the scene prior to the introduction of the Metropolitan Police and also gives some 

indications of the involvement of the Bow Street Runners in detecting political crime. The 

earliest example of this was the "Cato Street Conspiracy" of 1820 and Stanhope, citing many 

primary documents in his research, examines this in depth (Stanhope, 1962). Once the 

Metropolitan Police was established in 1829, the general policing of London during the 

Victorian period forms the subject of research by Smith (1985), whilst a comprehensive 

account of the establishment of the "Detective Department" in 1842 is provided by Cobb 

(1956). 

An earlier work by Dilnot (1928) on the corruption revealed in the Detective 

Department during the criminal trial of several of its members involved in the De Goncourt 

Turf Scandal consequently throws light on several of the early detectives, their personalities 

and cases they worked on. Some of them had also been active in countering the Fenians during 

1867. From the perspective of this research, this is particularly useful as it includes details of 

Adolphus Williamson, whose career as a detective revolved very largely around "political" 

matters and whose service spanned not only the Fenians but also the campaigns of the 1880s 

involving the Skirmishers and Clan na Gael. Williamson was the only senior detective whose 

honesty and integrity were not seriously impugned during the trial and its aftermath. 

No research into the events involving these organisations can be conducted without 

reference to two published works. The earliest of these is by Short (1979) which covers in 
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detail the activities and events involving extreme Irish nationalist activity in Britain, Ireland 

and America. It focuses not only on Clan na Gael, the Skirmishers and others but also looks, 

albeit more briefly, at the activities of the detectives in London and elsewhere. 

Porter (1987), takes a differing perspective, examining the establishment of the 

Metropolitan Police Special Branch and its interaction with the newly formed Home Office 

"Secret Service" led by Edward Jenkinson. As well as the Irish dimension, he also covers 

extreme anarchist activity and its interaction with the Special Branch. Taken together, Short 

(1979) and Porter (1987) provide a starting point for further, more specific research. 

As well as the literature which had an obvious bearing on this research, two other 

sources also provided relevant information or further references which could then be located 

and utilised. These were the the general "company histories" of the Metropolitan Police and a 

more eclectic collection of published works that contained greater or lesser amounts of 

material. 

The latest and and most lavishly illustrated of these historical overviews of the 

Metropolitan Police is by Fido and Skinner (1999). It comes some twenty years after that of 

Ascoli (1979) and is of a similar comprehensive nature. However, there are other, earlier 

versions by other authors and often, by virtue of their use of official documents that are no 

longer available or have not been preserved, they can provide some interesting insights. The 

most useful proved to be Williams (1972), Brown (1956) and Prothero (1931). 

Finally, as shown before, very specialised information can come to notice through 

sources whose relevance may not be apparent immediately. The work of Miller (1984) on the 

general anarchist movement and Quail (1978) on British anarchist history assisted with 

explaining or contextualising various entries in the primary sources of the "Special" account 

ledgers and the Chief Constable's Register. 

A similiar contribution was played by information from Evans and Gainey (1995) 
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which centred around a sentence in a memorandum from the Home Secretary in 1888 which 

seemed to indicate that Monro knew more about the identity of "Jack the Ripper" than his 

role as "Secret Agent" for the Home Office allowed him to reveal to the detectives 

investigating the murders. The Chief Constable's Register contains several intriguing 

references to at least support the contention that "Special" had more that a passing interest in 

"Jack the Ripper" but none to corroborate the particular suspect that they put forward. 

Conversely, their conclusion that "Ripperologists" could no longer rely upon the writings of 

Sir Robert Anderson as accurate tends to echoe the comments of Superintendent Mallon of 

the Dublin Metropolitan Police some ninety years previously (Bussey, 1910). 

ii). Irish Republican History 

The key work that provides an historical perspective on the Irish nationalist 

movement in all its manifestations, from the "Young Ireland' rising of 1848 to the declaration of 

the Irish Free State in 1921 is by Robert Kee (1972). Risings, rebellions, informants, the 

nationalist press and political activity expressed through Parliament and beyond are all 

covered by Kee. It is complimented by Tim Pat Coogan's comprehensive volume The IRA 

(1988), which is more narrowly focused in its content but which covers a greater timespan, up 

to and including contemporary events. In contrast to the relatively even-handed approach of 

Coogan to the same topic is that of Bowyer Bell (1994) who, on occasion, makes a poor 

attempt to maintain his academic detachment. 

The Fenians are the subject of several books, all of which are useful in contributing 

information on the activities of the detectives during the momentous year of 1867. O'Broin 

(1971) makes extensive use of original historical records held in various libraries and archives 

in Ireland. He continues this approach with his later study of the Irish Republican 

Brotherhood (IRB), from its formation in Ireland in 1859 until its voluntary dissolution in 
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1924 (O'Broin, 1976). 

Fenian activities in Britain are well served by three authors. The first work, on the 

"Manchester Martyrs" and associated events, is by Rose (1970). He returned to this topic in 

conjunction with Quinlivan to deal comprehensively with Fenians, Fenianism, their impact on 

politics and the activities that they engendered in the police forces of Britain (Quinlivan and 

Rose, 1982). The final book, by Newsinger (1994), attempts to cover the same territory as 

Quinlivan and Rose but does so in less depth and with a more pronounced emphasis on 

Fenianism as part of a working class revolutionary movement rooted in Ireland. 

Compared with both earlier and later periods of extreme Irish nationalist activity, the 

1880s appear to have generated few published works which focus on them closely. The most 

informative for matters from the police perspective are Short (1979) and Porter (1987). 

Several articles contributed to Journals on particular aspects of extreme Irish 

nationalism also provide additional perspectives. These range from Townshend's "Terror in 

Ireland : Observations on Tynan's "The Irish Invincibles and Their Times" in Wilkinson, 

Paul and Stewart (1987); Corfe on "Political Assassination in the Irish Tradition" in 

Alexander, Yonah and O'Day (1984) and Bowyer Bell's "Career Moves: Reflections on the 

Irish Gunman" in Studies in Conflict and Terrorism (1992). 

In conclusion, the published secondary literature, with several obvious exceptions, 

presents the researcher with the task of reading much in order to extract a little. Time 

consuming as this is, it was a necessary and vital undertaking as without doing so, crucial clues 

as to the existence of unexploited primary material would have been missed. The following 

chapter will start the process of presenting the evidence that was uncovered subsequently. 

As the preliminary step in setting out the overall research findings, it will examine the 

role of policing as a mechanism for countering political extremism. Consequently, it 
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commences with the establishment in the eighteenth century of the detective function as an 

organisational imperative, as epitomised by the Bow Street Runners. It then continues through 

the nineteenth century to the establishment of the Metropolitan Police Detective Department 

in 1842, a significant event as it marked the first, formal recognition by the state that detection 

was a legitimate function of an organised police force, and ends with the detective being used 

to counter the new and unique threat of extreme Irish nationalism. 
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NOTES 

(1) The production of books about the "adventures" of operational police officers 

probably reached its peak in the Victorian era, before dying away somewhat. 

However, it seems to be coming back into vogue once more, with books now appearing 

that claim to reflect the reality of operational policing, rather than the memoirs of 

"Senior Officers" e. g. Collins (1997). 

(2) I have not examined them in this format. They mainly concern crime and criminals but 

one chapter details his involvement in intercepting in Liverpool a consignment of 

"infernal machines" (the diagnostic design of Clan na gael, invented to mechanically 

detonate dynamite by means of a clockwork timer or by firing a pistol into it). 

(3) A further move in 1967 to the current site of New Scotland Yard in Broadway 

probably did not help matters, nor did a subsequent internal transfer of Special Branch 

from the Victoria Block to the Tower Block in 1974. 

(4) There is little overlap between the groups. For instance, 41% of the informants were 

IRA members or related to IRA members, yet only 1% of them were punished. 

(s) Developments such as these may be the first cracks in what may become an 

unsustainable policy. The "Staatssicherheit" (STASI), the all pervasive secret police of 

the German Democratic Republic, could never have dreamt that their files would be 

opened to public scrutiny after the reunification of Germany. The recent decoding of 

their System for Information Research (SIRA) index, which lists the titles of agents 
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reports sent from all over the world, will only increase the opportunities for public and 

academic access and hence increase the chances of their public exposure (The Times, 

September 16th, 2000, p. 4). 

Even reluctant police informants, irrespective of what the police or even 

government may have assured them, may find themselves named in court on the orders 

of the judge. As an example of the potential short term secrecy of their work, the 

police Commissioner of South Africa, when called as a witness before the Truth and 

Reconciliation Commission in December 1997, was quite prepared to name Jerry 

Richardson as a police informer during the 1980s. Richardson is currently serving life 

for the murder of fourteen year old Stompei Moeketsi, killed on suspicion of being a 

police spy and allegedly on the orders of Winnie Mandela who, it alleged in turn, is 

widely suspected of performing such a role herself (Independent January 14th, 1998). 

These waters are indeed murky. 

(6) I fortuitously came across their existence during a speculative book browse. A short 

extract is provided by Begg and Skinner (1992) in their book The Scotland Yard 

Files. I am most grateful to Keith Skinner who gave me access to his copy of the full 

memoirs. Full details of their provenance are given by him in the book The Ripper 

Legacy (Howells and Skinner, 1987). 
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CHAPTER TWO 

EARLY DAYS: THE RISE OF FENIANISM AND THE 

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE DETECTIVE FUNCTION 

The objective of this chapter is twofold. Firstly, it begins the process of drawing 

together the diverse strands of extreme Irish nationalism. The reason for this is to present a 

coherent picture of how it evolved into a body which was prepared to participate in 

insurrection in Ireland and in support of this, violent actions in Britain itself. The chapter will 

also review the Fenian's activities in Britain from when they first became apparent in 1865 

until their apogee in 1867. Secondly, it will look at the evolution of the detective function 

from the Bow Street Runners to the Detective Department of the Metropolitan Police. It was 

the Detective Department which first bore the responsibility for investigating the activities of 

the Fenians on mainland Britain and, where possible, bringing the perpetrators before a court 

of law. 

The Genesis of Extreme Irish Nationalism: Fenianism 

To look backwards through time in order to find a seminal period or incident in Irish 

history which encouraged the development of extreme Irish nationalism can be a long process. 

At any promising point, there always seems to be yet one more event even further in the past 

which fulfils the criteria. All of them have contributed, in varying degrees, to the inextricably 

interwoven histories of mainland Britain and the island of Ireland. 

The "United Irishmen" rising of 1798, led by Wolfe Tone, would seem to be one logical 

starting point. From his attempt to create a concept of Irish republican nationalism and thus 

engineer a separation from Britain by the use of physical force, flowed a stream of interrelated 
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consequences whose political and social repercussions are still felt even today. However, in 

order to begin to look at the impact of Fenianism on British policing in the 1860s and again in 

the 1880s, the year 1803 provides a better starting point. It was in that year that a sequence 

of events was set in train which would eventually lead to the establishment of Fenianism, the 

explosion of bombs on the British mainland and hence, for the first time, Ireland and its 

politics becoming of direct concern to the police of Britain, especially the Metropolitan 

Police. 

It was in July of 1803 that Robert Emmet and a small band of fellow conspirators 

calling themselves the "United Irishmen" tried to inspire their fellow Irishmen to take part in a 

general uprising. They attempted to implement a hopelessly optimistic and ill-prepared plan 

to capture Dublin Castle, the seat of British rule in Ireland. Events bordered on farce and none 

of their objectives were achieved, with Emmet finally being forced to flee (Kee, 1972). Despite 

its failure, the actions and example set by Emmet were to have a profound effect on Irish 

nationalism over a period of many years. His speech from the dock, prior to his execution, 

ended with the words: - 

Let no man write my epitaph. Let.... my tomb remain uninscribed and my memory in 

oblivion..... When my country takes her place among the nations of the earth, then 

and not till then let my epitaph be written. I have done. 

(Emmet quoted in Sullivan, 1900, p. 49-50) 

It was these words that were to lead, over 50 years later, to the eventual establishment 

of the Fenian Brotherhood. Prior to this, two further factors in the equation had to play their 

part. Both of them contributed to the creation of a large population of Irish exiles in America, 

many with a deep hatred of Britain and a determination to establish Ireland as a country in her 

own right. 
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The first was the famine of 1845, which led over the remainder of the decade to an 

eighth of the population of Ireland emigrating to America. The second was a confused series of 

small-scale confrontations with the government over the summer of 1848, led by a group of 

young men who called themselves "Young Ireland" (Kee, 1972). As a rising, the attempt was a 

failure, its climax passing ingloriously into history as the "Battle of Widow McCormack's Cabbage 

Patch" (Kee, 1994). Paradoxically, it was the very failure of the rising that provided the future 

leaders and activists for the American Fenian movement, as men such as Michael Doheny, 

John O'Mahony and Thomas Francis Meagher fled from Ireland and eventually settled in 

America. Once there, they contributed greatly to the Fenian movement at both the political 

and military levels (Jones, 1971). 

Others, such as James Stephens, fled to France where they came into contact with 

many other exile and revolutionary groups from throughout Europe. If the Young Ireland 

movement provided the future leaders for the Fenian movement, it was the famine, which 

raged in Ireland from 1845 to 1848, that provided them with foot soldiers and supporters. It 

led to a large influx of exiled Irish into America and in future years they would in turn provide 

the groundswell of support for any action that would strike against Britain. 

The exiles of the 1848 rebellion and the emigres that followed after them to America 

found various Irish groups already in existence. These ranged from the Irish Emigrant Aid 

Society (Ryan, 1937) to much older secret societies e. g. the St Patrick's Boys and the Knights 

of St Patrick, who later became better known as the Ancient Order of Hibernians (Pollard, 

1922). However, it was towards the end of 1853 that a group of some significance came into 

being as a result of the voluntary disbandment of the Irishmen's Civil and Military Public 

Union (Newsinger, 1995). It was known as the Emmet Monument Association. Its founders 

were inspired by the forthcoming likely involvement of England in a war with Russia 

(Denieffe, 1906) and consequently, by John Mitchel's axiom, first published in 1848 in his 
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newspaper The United Irishman, that "Ireland's opportunity would come when England was in 

difficulty. " (Mitchel quoted in Coogan, 1980, p. 31). 

A contemporaneous account of the Emmet Monument Association and its lineal 

descendant is provided by Joseph Denieffe, a Kilkenny man who emigrated to New York in 

1851 and who became a member in early June, 1855. The Association was set up towards the 

end of 1853, ostensibly to organise the erection of a monument to Robert Emmet, the leading 

light of the abortive 1803 rebellion. This apparently uncontentious objective is transformed 

when seen in the context of Emmet's words from the dock, quoted previously, which led to 

the establishment of a tradition that no such monument could be erected "until Ireland a nation 

can build him a tomb" (Denieffe, 1906, p. vii). Consequently, the Association first needed to 

work to establish Ireland as a nation. The idea soon spread and membership increased. 

The Association began to negotiate with the Russians concerning a proposition that if 

the Russians would provide the arms, an uprising would be organised in Ireland, thus causing 

England to divert military resources away from the Crimea. Nothing had come of the plan by 

the time the Crimean war ended in 1856. Sometime prior to 1855, the Association released 

everyone from their pledge but kept a permanent thirteen member standing committee whose 

role would be to reconstitute it when they felt it was opportune for them to do so. After two 

years, they deemed that the hour had come and a new organisation called the Fenian 

Brotherhood emerged from the remnants of the Emmet Monument Association (Denieffe, 

1906). 

The Fenian Brotherhood was to become the first extreme Irish nationalist organisation 

to use violence on the British mainland, albeit that it was not the main driving force behind the 

violence that did occur. In future years, the concept would be elevated to a formal strategy by 

various other extreme nationalist groups and they would succeed in attacking the British state 

or its symbols in various countries of the Empire. 
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The name Fenian Brotherhood was chosen by John O'Mahony, a Gaelic scholar who 

was inspired by the Fianna, the warrior band of ancient Ireland led the legendaryFionn mac 

Cumhail (Kee, 1972). The word "Fenian" was first recorded in 1816 as being a general term to 

describe Irish soldiers but by 1864 it had been taken into widespread use to denote any Irish 

rebel against British rule (Quinlivan & Rose, 1982). The Brotherhood had its own militia, 

known as the Phoenix Brigade, which was to hold itself in readiness for action against the 

British in Ireland or Canada when the widely expected war between Britain and America broke 

out (Jones, 1971). 

Once the Fenian Brotherhood had been established, Denieffe states that he had to 

travel back to Ireland on hearing of his fathers illness, although he gives no date for this. Prior 

to his departure, he asked Colonel Doheny, a leading light in the Emmet Monument 

Association and now with the Fenian Brotherhood, whom he was to report to on his arrival. 

The answer was that there was no-one but that he should go and "do what you can for the 

organisation and yourself" (Denieffe, 1906, p. 3). 

Nothing concrete developed, despite grandiose talk of a rising of 30 000 men that 

September if finance could be found. Thus, Denieffe occupied himself with recruiting like- 

minded men in his own area of Kilkenny and latterly, in Dublin. However, the ideals of the 

1848 Young Ireland rebellion were still alive in other parts of the country (Kee, 1972) and in 

1856, a secret society had been formed in Skibbereen, Co. Cork. Its object was the overthrow 

of British rule by the use of force and its ostensibly legitimate front was the "Phoenix National 

& Literary Society" (Denieffe, 1906). Two of its members were Jeremiah O'Donovan Rossa and 

James Stephens, both of whom were to become notorious extreme nationalist figures in future 

years (Pollard, 1922). 

On December 24th, 1857, Stephens, in the presence of Denieffe, read out a letter 

signed by Colonel Doheny and John O'Mahony of the Fenian Brotherhood and which asked 
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him his opinion as to whether Ireland could be organised for revolution, would he do it and 

how much money would be required. Stephens then read out his reply. He stated that he felt 

Ireland had never been in a better condition, he was prepared to do it and would require £100 a 

month for three months. Denieffe conveyed the reply to Doheny and set about raising the 

money, returning to Dublin in March with £80, the balance to follow. On the evening of 

March 17th, 1858, the Irish Revolutionary Brotherhood (IRB) came into existence as first 

Stephens, then Thomas Clarke Luby, Peter Langan, Garrett O'Shaughnessy and Denieffe 

swore an oath. Interestingly, the members of the IRB "did not consider themselves as Fenians. " 

(Denieffe, 1906, p. 121). 

The following year, the Phoenix National & Literary Society was suppressed by the 

Government, with various members being prosecuted (Ryan, 1937). This included Rossa, who 

by now was also a member of the IRB (Denieffe, 1906). The upshot of the government action 

was that many other members then turned to the IRB and became "its mainstay and backbone in 

various places" (Denieffe, 1906, p. 26). In October 1858, Stephen's visited America, extracting 

an agreement from Mahony that Stephen's was in overall command and acquiring £600 to pay 

for the enterprise (Kee, 1972). He departed in 1859 to organise an uprising, but chose to do 

this whilst living in Paris, not Ireland. He remained in Paris for over a year, attempting to 

obtain the support of the French government and additional money from America. 

Events drifted inconclusively until 1861 when Stephens was able to secure a 

propaganda coup for the IRB. The funeral took place in Dublin of Terence Bellew McManus, 

a participant in the 1848 uprising who had been transported to Tasmania before escaping and 

settling in San Francisco. The IRB took control of the funeral arrangements, turning it into a 

showcase of Irish nationalist feeling and establishing themselves for the first time as a credible, 

disciplined revolutionary organisation (Kee, 1972). Stephens decided in 1863, against much 

advice, that the organisation would benefit from the publication of its own newspaper and 
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hence the Irish People came into being. It did not have a great deal of success with its primary 

objective of attracting funds, but it did give Stephens a wholly controlled propaganda outlet 

(Kee, 1972). It also brought Stephens and the IRB into conflict with the Dublin Metropolitan 

Police (DMP) who, on September 15th, 1865, raided the premises and closed it down. 

Stephens himself was arrested and placed in custody but the government barely had time to 

congratulate itself before a daring prison rescue, organised and carried out by the IRB, had 

spirited him away to Scotland and thence to Paris (Denieffe, 1906 and Bussey, 1910). 

The year 1865 ended with Stephens promise of an uprising on Irish soil remaining 

unfulfilled. Troubles also beset the Fenian Brotherhood in America with two factions, both 

with radically different approaches, struggling to gain ascendancy. O'Mahony eventually lost 

his autocratic grip on the party and set up his own "Fenian Brotherhood", keeping the name but 

in effect creating a new grouping, also referred to as the "Chatham Street Wing" (Rose, 1970). Its 

objective was to organise an uprising in Ireland (Ryan, 1937). Those Fenians active in Britain 

understandably tended to be supportive of O'Mahony because of its strategy of focusing on 

Ireland (Quinlivan & Rose, 1982). 

The rival, so-called "Senate wing" of the original Fenian Brotherhood, led by William 

J. Roberts, was of the opinion that the next step should be the establishment of a base from 

which a newly proclaimed Irish nation could launch military operations against Britain and to 

this end they proposed to invade the British Colony of Canada, striking north from America 

(Quinlivan & Rose, 1982; LeCaron, 1894). The proposed invasion would also have the added 

bonus of enabling a newly conquered Canada to be ransomed for Irish independence 

(O'Grady, 1996). The plan was actively supported by the American President, Andrew 

Johnson, who saw it as a means of winning mid-term congressional votes from New York 

City's Irish-Americans and more generally throughout the country by trying to capitalise on 

lingering resentment over British assistance to the states of the Confederacy in the recently 
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ended Civil War. To this end, he allowed American soil to be used for fund raising activities 

and as a staging ground for attacks on Canada (O'Grady, 1996). 

The enterprise was to absorb the energies of the Fenians until 1871, with a series of 

armed incursions being initiated (Short, 1979). They all end in ignominious defeat, as indeed 

did Johnson's presidency. However, they left the first trace of an organisation whose impact 

was predominantly to be felt during the 20th, not the 19th, century. A letter, dated June 7th 

1866 and describing the events of one dayduring the first Canadian incursion, was sent from 

"S. P. Spear, Brig. Gen. Com'd'g R. W., I. R. A. " to Major General Sweeney and it is one of the 

earliest usages of the letters "I. R. A. " being used to denote the title "Irish Republican Army" 

(Denieffe, 1906, p. 251). 

Whilst beset with these troubles in America, Stephenson also began to explore the 

possibility of an alliance with British Radicals, using as his intermediary a Belfast Fenian 

called Frank Roney. Newsinger (1994) puts a plausible case for the existence of this strategy 

and the potential for substantial results to be achieved from it in the term "Whilst one must not 

exaggerate the prospects, neither should one ignore them. " (Newsinger, 1994, p. 48). For a variety of 

reasons, not least the inability of either side to deliver an armed insurrection and the antipathy 

between Irish Catholics and British Radicals over their support for the Italian revolutionary 

Garibaldi, the enterprise eventually came to nought. 

When 1866 passed with yet more promises of immediate action only to be quickly 

followed by a myriad of reasons why it would not be possible yet, it became apparent to 

many within the Fenian movement that Stephens was not the man to deliver an uprising in 

Ireland against the British (Kee, 1972). His rallying cry of "Invasion or Dissolution in 1865" 

(Stephens quoted in Jones, 1971, p. 180) was sounding increasingly hollow. Stephens was 

deposed at the December 1866 Convention and control of the Fenian Brotherhood and the 

IRB passed from him to Colonel Thomas J. Kelly, a founder member of the Emmet 
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Monument Association. 

Kelly had been sent to Ireland in 1865 by John O'Mahony as the Fenian 

Brotherhood's first "military envoy to Ireland" (Denieffe, 1906, p. 191). He was to prove to be 

made of sterner stuff than the vacillating Stephens, whose rescue from Kilmainham jail and 

subsequent flight to France he had organised the previous year. Over and above his leadership, 

he was to have a particular impact on Fenian history in Manchester during 1867, although 

undoubtedly not in the manner that he himself would have chosen. Like many other Irish 

Americans in the Fenian Brotherhood, he had seen action in the American Civil War which had 

ended the year before, rising from Private to Captain (Denieffe, 1906). 

The civil war was regarded by many Fenians as the ideal opportunity to hone their 

military skills for use against the British. At the outbreak of hostilities against the southern 

states, Michael Corcoran, the chief officer of the Fenian Brotherhood, became Colonel of the 

most well known of the Irish militia regiments, the 69th New York. He sent a letter to all 

Fenian centres and concluded with the words "We will not be the worse for a little practice which we 

engage in with the more heart because we feel it will be serviceable in other fields" (Corcoran quoted in 

Jones, 1971, p. 10). The war took a terrible toll on his troops. Of the three thousand that had 

commenced training in January 1862, barely three hundred remained alive a year later. They 

had built a reputation for courage and reliability under fire that they proudly retained until the 

eventual signing of the peace treaty in 1865 (Jones, 1971). 

With the appointment of Kelly and the ready availability of numbers of Irish militia 

soldiers, many linked to the Fenian Brotherhood and with considerable combat experience, the 

indications were that the year 1867 would not see a repeat on Irish soil of the failures of 1865 

and 1866. 

If the genesis of extreme Irish nationalism occurred in 1848, it did not directly impact 

on mainland Britain for another nineteen years. However, the year 1867 was to change this in 
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a way that continues to find echoes in the events of today and the way that the British police 

continue to respond to it. In that year a watershed was reached and the rhetoric of extreme 

Irish revolutionaries concerning carrying the war to England became reality. However, it did so 

in a manner that was as unexpected to the perpetrators as it was to the police who responded 

to their activities. 

The Events of 1867: A Seminal Year 

Irish nationalists with a penchant for action were not to be disappointed with the 

activities of Thomas Kelly when he assumed his new role as head of the Fenian Brotherhood. 

He soon engaged the services of a French soldier called Cluseret, a man with both 

revolutionary and Fenian sympathies. He had fought in various countries, attaining the rank of 

Brigadier General whilst fighting on the Union side in the American Civil War (Kee, 1972). By 

January 1867, Kelly and his deputy Richard O'Sullivan Burke, Cluseret and his adjutant 

Fariola and two other Fenian leaders, Halpin and Massey, had established themselves in close 

proximity to each other in central London. 

This group, referred to by the government as the "Schismatic London Directory", were 

known to be in London and determined to take some sort of military action (O'Broin, 1971). 

Indeed, the government were well aware of the Fenians desire to make 1867 the year for 

action. There had been various indications, such as the seizure in 1866 by the police in 

Liverpool of a large shipment of rifles destined for Ireland (Ryan, 1937) and the information 

that had been reaching them since 1865 from two very well placed informants. These were 

Thomas Miller Beach, also known as Henri Le Caron, who reported on the activities of the 

Senate Wing of the Fenian Brotherhood under Roberts (Le Caron, 1894) and General Francis 

F. Millen, who was well placed to know the military plans of the Chatham Street Wing, led 

by O'Mahoney (O'Broin, 1971). 
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The agreed plan of the London Directory was to start a guerrilla war in Ireland which 

would act as a catalyst for the army of the republic to be recognised as a legitimate belligerent 

and thus receive substantial assistance from America (Kee, 1972). The rising was scheduled to 

commence in Ireland on February 11th, 1867 and on that date, an audacious plan would be put 

into action in England itself. 

A few days prior to the date of the rising, Fenian Circles from all over the north of 

England began to congregate in Chester, a town whose military barracks, known locally as the 

"castle", was reputed to contain some 25 000 stands of arms and ammunition. They were 

guarded only by a Captain and 66 men of the 54th Regiment (Quinlivan and Rose, 1982). The 

plan called for the garrison to be over-run, the telegraph wires to be cut and the railway lines 

torn up to prevent military reinforcements from arriving. Only one line was to be spared and 

that led to Holyhead, a port in north Wales. The Fenians were to seize a train and then travel 

to Holyhead where the arms were to be transferred to a ship for final transport to Dublin 

(Ryan, 1937). 

In overall charge of this exploit was John McCafferty, a member of the IRB (Kee, 

1972) with a record as an unorthodox but daring Confederate Captain in the American Civil 

War (Quinlivan and Rose, 1982). The men were to assemble in Chester before being formed up 

into groups of fifty and McCafferty himself was to lead the assault party into the barracks. 

However, by about fpm on February 11th, it was apparent to the 1000 or so Fenians 

who had already assembled that the plan had gone awry. McCafferty had not turned up and 

there was a large concentration of police and troops centred on the barracks. The men began to 

slip away quietly, some to their homes and some to Ireland itself (Quinlivan and Rose, 1982). 

The necessary precondition of the rising, an initial supply of arms, could not to be fulfilled. 

At the time, the Fenians were unsure of what had gone wrong. It later transpired that two 

factors had led to disaster. 
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Firstly, McCafferty had been making his way from London to Chester by train when 

it had been diverted into a siding for some hours to allow the priority passage of trains 

carrying troop reinforcements to Chester, thus depriving the Fenians of their leader. However, 

it is unlikely that his presence alone would have helped greatly as the second factor working 

against the Fenians was that whole plan had been betrayed by an informant from within their 

own ranks, John Joseph Corydon. His role did not become apparent until after the rising in 

Ireland itself, which eventually took place in a half-hearted manner on March 4th, 1867 

(Denieffe, 1906) and which finally petered out some months later. It did not finish entirely 

until the capture of Captain William Mackey on February 7th, 1868. For nearly a year, he and 

a small band of followers had waged a guerrilla warfare against the authority of Dublin Castle, 

attacking lonely police barracks and coast guard stations before disappearing into the Irish 

countryside (Denieffe, 1906). 

After the failure of the rising, two individuals who were to play key roles in the 

unfolding events of 1867 remained in England. The first was the Fenian leader Colonel 

Thomas Kelly and the second was his deputy, Richard O'Sullivan Burke. After leaving the 

Union army in 1865, Burke had been sent by the IRB to procure arms in England. He did so 

with notable success, posing as a representative of the Chilean government in order to obtain 

2000 rifles which he then shipped to Ireland. He took part in the March rising before returning 

to his initial task in 1868, opening an office in Birmingham in order to do so (Quinlivan and 

Rose, 1982). Burke was in Paris in September 1867, attempting to settle a dispute over the 

recruiting activities within the IRB by the Senate wing of the Fenian Brotherhood, when he 

received a telegram. Its contents must have caused him great consternation as it warned him 

that Colonel Kelly and his main organiser in the Manchester and Liverpool areas, Captain 

Timothy Deasy, had both been arrested (Ryan, 1937). 

In the early hours of the morning of September 11th, 1867 whilst on their way to clear 
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up a complaint made by one of their members, the pair were arrested on suspicion of vagrancy 

by uniform police officers whilst in Oak Street, Shudehill, Manchester (Rose, 1970). Two 

more of their companions escaped. Following hard on the heels of the abortive rising in 

Ireland, this was a further blow for Irish nationalist aspirations of successful action. Kelly and 

Deasy, who had given their names as Martin Williams and John Whyte, appeared in Court 

where, at the request of the police, they were remanded into custody at Bellevue Goal in order 

that their connection to Fenian matters could be investigated (Quinlivan and Rose, 1982). 

Somehow, their true identities or at least their affiliations were suspected by the police. 

Their next appearance in court was scheduled for September 18th and in the 

intervening week, a plan to rescue the two men was devised, ready to be put into action on 

their return journey from the court to the prison (Rose, 1970). Only one account by a 

participant survives, that of Edward O'Meagher Condon, who claims to have masterminded 

the whole rescue. This was published in the Irish World on January 4th, 1908, nearly forty 

years after the event (Condon cited in Rose, 1970). 

Whatever the details, the incontrovertible facts are that a large group of IRB men 

ambushed the horse drawn prison van as it passed under a railway bridge in Hyde Road, 

Manchester, rescued Kelly and Deasy and in the process shot dead police Sergeant Brett, the 

jailer in the van. They also shot and wounded in the head a Constable and a young man who 

was a bystander (Quinlivan and Rose, 1982). 

An extensive police search operation was directed at the Irish districts of Manchester. 

Despite all the police activity, Kelly and Deasy were never seen again in Britain, although by 

September 21st, 1867 fifty suspects were in custody. Twenty six of them stood trial on 

September 28th. By November 13th, the trials were over. The police secured twelve 

convictions, five for murder and seven for riot and assault. 

The Times had no doubt where the blame lay, making a scathing attack on the Fenian 
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leadership and their alleged predilection for the high life at the expense of the Irish-American 

poor who financed them by declaring: - 

Fenianism is not half the trouble in England that it is in Ireland.... The Police authorities 

cannot afford to relax the vigilance which the assassination of one of their servants has 

aroused.... there is such a thing left yet in England as law, and the means of punishing 
those who break it. 

(The Times, September 30th, 1867, p. 7) 

At 8am on Saturday morning, November 23rd, 1867, William Allen, Michael Larkin 

and Michael O'Brien paid the ultimate penalty and were hanged from the wall of Salford Gaol. 

Two others escaped the rope, a Royal Marine on home leave called Maguire whom everyone 

seemed to agree was an innocent bystander and who was eventually given a free pardon plus 

Edward O'Meagher Condon, who was saved as a consequence of his American nationality 

(Quinlivan and Rose, 1982). The man who fired the fatal shot, Peter Rice, was never arrested 

(Kee, 1972). Friedrich Engels, writing in 1867 showed great perception when he commented: - 

The Fenians could not wish for a better precedent..... All the Fenians lacked was 

martyrs. Through the execution of these men, the liberation of Kelly and Deasy has 
been made an act of heroism which will now be sung over the cradle of every Trish 

child. The Irish women will take care of that. 

(Engels, Briefswechsel, iii, no. 449 quoted in Rose, 1970, p. 115) 

The deaths of the "Manchester Martyrs" was far from being the high water mark of 

Fenianism in Britain and further events were set in train in the week after their execution. 

On November 24th, 1867, Inspector James J. Thompson of the Detective Department 

of Scotland Yard, acting on an identification provided by an informant, arrested Richard 

O'Sullivan Burke as he walked with his assistant, Joseph Theobald Casey, in Woburn Square, 
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London. A struggle ensued and Thompson, aided by PC Fordham who was on patrol nearby, 

was forced to draw a revolver (Quinlivan and Rose, 1982). Casey, a nephew of James 

Stephens, was not arrested at the time but was later on and he appeared with Burke at Bow 

Street Court where they were both remanded to the Clerkenwell House of Detention. 

Coming so soon after the arrest of Kelly, this must have been a blow to the Fenians as 

yet another of their leaders had been arrested. During the same month, General Cluseret had 

also been arrested in London (Kee, 1972) and, with Kelly on the run and hence unable to 

operate, the Fenians would have great difficulty in carrying on with their objectives. In the 

absence of Burke, the London Fenians approached Captain James Murphy, normally in 

charge of the Glasgow area, for assistance in rescuing Burke (Quinlivan and Rose, 1982). 

This particular group of London Fenians were referred to by Robert Anderson as "a 

small gang of low class London Irish" (Anderson, 1910, p. 212) and in his opinion their actions 

were not considered by the authorities as being undertaken by the Fenian organisation itself. 

O'Broin (1971) implies the involvement of an organisation of some sort as he refers to them 

as "the Schismatic London Directory" (O'Broin, 1971, p. 126), thus suggesting that they may have 

been the remnants of Cluseret and Burke's organisation. 

Whatever their exact affiliations and origins, there is no doubt that, with the active 

assistance of Burke, an attempt to rescue him was planned and scheduled to be implemented 

on December 12th. In essence, a signal was to be given to Burke when he was in the prison 

exercise yard and a charge of gunpowder was then to be exploded against the perimeter wall. 

Burke would then escape through the breach. All did not go according to plan. 

The first attempt was aborted when the fuse on the barrel of gunpowder failed to ignite 

it. Once it was apparent that nothing was going to happen, the barrel was calmly reclaimed by 

the Fenians and wheeled away. A second attempt made the following day. This time, the fuse 

did work and a massive explosion ensued, audible up to forty miles away. The wall suffered a 
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huge breach but much of the blast was deflected by it towards the houses opposite and into 

the surrounding area. Three people died instantly, three more later in hospital, with a further 

nine deaths being attributed to its effects (Quinlivan and Rose, 1982). The rescue of Burke 

was not effected as he was not in the exercise yard and indeed, if he had he been there as 

scheduled, he would probably have been killed by the force of the explosion. 

The absence of Burke was no coincidence but arose because the Metropolitan Police 

had been told in some detail of the planned rescue attempt by Superintendent Dan Ryan of G 

Division, Dublin Metropolitan Police. He wrote to them on December 11th, 1867: - 

I have to report that I have just received information from a reliable source to the effect 

that the rescue of Richard Burke from prison in London is contemplated. The plan is 

to blow up the exercise walls by means of gunpowder - the hour between 3 and 4p. m. 

and the signal for all right, a white ball thrown up outside when he is at exercise. 

(Letter dated December 11th, 1867 from Daniel Ryan, Commissioner, 

DMP to Richard Mayne, Commissioner, Metropolitan Police, MEPO 

3/1788) 

The prison Governor had Burke removed to a safer cell, the prison guard numbers were 

increased and the outside of the prison was patrolled by uniformed police officers. Indeed, one 

of these officers had watched the barrel being put into position but failed to realise the 

significance of a smouldering fuse on a barrel placed against the wall of the prison where a 

rescue attempt was imminent! 

Whatever the failings of the Metropolitan Police in preventing the explosion, its 

reverberations echoed throughout all the Forces in the country and police activity was intense. 

Two people, Anne Justice and Timothy Desmond, had been arrested at the scene. The use of 

informants and Mayne's offer of a £400 reward and a free pardon led to the arrests of another 

four, Michael Barratt, John Desmond, Nicholas English and John O'Keefe. 
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On Monday, April 20th, 1868 they stood trial at the Old Bailey for the wilful murder 

of Sarah Hodgkinson, killed in the explosion (Quinlivan and Rose, 1982). The collapse of the 

prosecution case against Justice and O'Keefe led to their acquittal on the directions of the 

Judge whilst the jury returned "not guilty" verdicts against the Desmond and English. Michael 

Barratt was found guilty and sentenced to death. 

The next day, Richard Burke and his two assistants in the arms procurement 

operation, Joseph Casey and Henry Mulleda stood in the same dock so recently vacated by 

Barratt and the other Clerkenwell prisoners. They were charged with Treason Felony. At last, 

a man who was prominent in the upper echelons of the Fenian Movement was standing trial. 

Four "informers" were used by the prosecution to outline the backbone of the case and the 

jury found Burke and Mulleda guilty as charged. Burke was sentenced to fourteen years penal 

servitude and Mulleda seven years. The charge against Casey was unexpectedly dropped after 

the prosecution had presented their case (Quinlivan and Rose, 1982). 

Just over a month later, on the morning of May 26th, 1867, the last public execution 

in England took place when Michael Barratt was hanged at Newgate gaol. To all intents and 

purposes, the Fenians were finished as an insurrectionary force and twentyfour years were to 

elapse before the pendulum of Irish nationalism swung towards violence again and once more 

bombs exploded on the British mainland. However, next time was to be a very different 

experience for both the extreme nationalists and the detectives. 

The Establishment of the Metropolitan Police Detective Department: Its Evolution to 1869 

Against this background of the rise of the Fenian organisation and the events that they 

precipitated, the other side of the equation will now be introduced, namely the functions of 

the police as an organised force and in particular, their role as detectives. The concept of 

police as detectives evolved over many years before reaching a point where the methods that 
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they were able to deploy against criminals became increasingly necessary as a means to 

counter both potential foreign extremists and extreme Irish nationalism. 

Perhaps contrary to popular belief, several aspects of their operational methodology 

had already been devised and deployed over many years of political policing in the context of 

potential public disorder. These techniques did not suddenly appear, fully formed, with the 

establishment of the early "Special" Branch or "Fenian Bureau", both of which were formed some 

twenty six years after the events of 1867 specifically to deal with the lineal descendants of the 

Fenian Brotherhood and the Irish Republican Brotherhood. 

The need to police extreme political activity has had a profound but generally 

unacknowledged influence on the development on the organisation, strategy and operational 

methods of the Metropolitan Police. It originated during its earlydays, when the focus was on 

politically motivated public disorder, carried through to the activities of the foreign refugee 

communities of the 1850s and thence to extreme Irish nationalist activity from the 1860s until 

the present day. For instance, the Fenian activities of 1867 were probablya factor, though 

probably not the sole or the decisive one, in influencing the Government in 1868 to augment 

permanently the Metropolitan Police by increasing its establishment by a further 20 

Inspectors, 100 Sergeants and 1000 Constables (Metropolitan Police Orders, July 23rd, 

1868). 

On an organisational level, the 1880's saw the gradual recognition by police and 

Government that the establishment of a permanent "Special Branch", with a national role to 

monitor Fenians, Anarchist and others, was a vital and necessary step to take (Porter, 1987). 

The use of police to impose border controls also became established at the same time, as was 

the concept of using police as static guards at public buildings and the idea of using armed 

detectives to protect prominent public figures as they went about their daily lives. 

The evolution of policing in Britain since the 1780s has been predominantly shaped by 
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the desire to create a body which could carry out the twin imperatives of preventing crime and 

containing public disorder. Consequently, the necessity of carrying out both these functions 

have been major factors in determining how the police developed organisationally and 

operationally. However, the need to carry out political policing and counter extremism has 

also left a significant imprint on police structures and operations. 

At times, the power of extreme Irish nationalism to influence British policing has been 

muted, drowned out by other imperatives such as an increasing awareness of new areas of 

crime and the detection of offenders but when it reasserted itself, the policing structures and 

operational methodology used in these other, newly developed fields was in turn put to use to 

counter the threat originating from across the Irish Sea. An impetus to change and innovation 

was thereby set in motion, with extreme Irish nationalism acting as a major catalyst in the 

development of police methodology. 

The influence of this particular threat permeated into many aspects of policing, 

influencing its policy, strategy and operations. An example is the deployment of officers on 

new duties which were radically different at the time but which today are seen as an integral 

part of policing a modem society e. g. police border controls at ports, the gathering of 

intelligence in connection with counter terrorism and public order and the use of scientific 

methods in the investigation of terrorist offences. 

When Irish nationalist activity moved across the spectrum of politics to employ 

political violence as a means of achieving its ends, a dynamic system became established. 

Expression of extreme political views became manifest as violent attacks on the state and on 

the public and this in turn acted as a catalyst to the policing which developed to counteract it. 

As a result of police success, extremist methodology also evolved, thus prompting further 

police responses in what became a cycle of reinforcement (see Figure 2.1). At certain points 

in the cycle, the extreme nationalist strategy demanded an avowal of violence and a return 
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solely to political methods. Once this had occurred, police innovation tended to slow down if 

not stop, as if nobody was being killed and the politicians had turned their attention 

elsewhere, then surely the problem had gone away? Hegel's maxim, that the lesson of history 

is that governments and people do not learn the lessons of history, is writ large in the history 

of Ireland, its relationship with the UK and the evolution of the police. 

Figure 2.1 
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Ireland As The Proving Ground for British Policing 

From the mid -1780s onwards, the testing ground for British policing was Ireland 

(Palmer, 1988). Concepts, structures and systems were experimented with in Ireland before 

being introduced onto the mainland where they were further refined and, if deemed suitable, 

exported back to Ireland or to elsewhere in the British Empire. This continuous cross- 

fertilisation first began almost by accident and its impact on police historians is similarly 

haphazard, ranging from an acknowledgement of its influence on Peel and his establishment of 

the Metropolitan Police (Smith, 1985) to the bold comment that the Metropolitan Police was 

"... created without prior model or previous experience. " (Ascoli, 1979, p. 3). 

In 1785, the Solicitor-General Sir Archibald MacDonald introduced into the British 

Parliament a "Bill for the further Prevention of crime and for the more speedy detection and punishment of 

offenders against the peace in the Cities of London and Westminster, the Borough of Southwark and certain 

parts adjacent to them" (Ascoli, 1979). It met with fierce opposition, particularly from the City 

of London and its representatives, and as a result, Parliament failed to ratify this "London and 

Westminster Police Bill", thus negating the opportunity to provide a radical new model for the 

policing of London (Henry, 1993). 

However, the Irish Parliament adopted the discarded Bill and it became, in 1786, the 

Dublin Police Act which in turn on Friday, September 29th, 1786, led to a new police force 

patrolling the streets of Dublin (Breathnach, 1974). Consequently, it is in Dublin that the 

concept was initiated of the State as the provider of policing, through the medium of a body of 

men organised and paid for on a full-time basis and called police. This fact was recognised as 

long ago as 1885 when Maitland stated: - 

A full history of the new police would probably lay its first scene in Ireland and begin 

with the Dublin Police Act passed by the Irish Parliament in 1786. 

(F. W. Maitland, Justice and Police, 1885, quoted in Palmer, 1988, p. 518) 
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The operational life of the force itself was short-lived. Politicians objected to its cost, 

the debts it eventually incurred and the level of local taxation needed to sustain it. Added to 

this was its failure to recruit a sufficient number of police officers in order to remain effective. 

In June 1795, the 1786 Act was repealed and with it went the police force (Henry, 1993). 

The next major step forward was the formation of the Peace Preservation Force in 

1814. It was devised and established by Robert Peel, the Chief Secretary for Ireland, as an 

armed and uniformed body of paid constables who were controlled by their own Magistrate. 

Its initial role was to deal with particular areas of lawlessness in Tipperary but by 1822 its 

remit extended over 16 Irish counties and its strength was 2300 men (Palmer, 1988). 

The year 1822 also saw Peel leave his post in Ireland and return to London to become 

Home Secretary. He was equally committed to the reform of the system of policing employed 

in Britain itself (Critchley, 1977). He would certainly have been able to call on his experience 

of the Peace Preservation Act and the Peace Preservation Force (Ryder, 1989) and he may 

also have been aware of the 1786 Act and Dublin Force. By 1829, when he introduced the 

Metropolitan Police Act, he was also likely to have had some knowledge of the Irish 

Constabulary, introduced on a compulsory basis in all Irish counties in 1822. The Irish 

Constabulary was initially 4300 men strong and acted as an arm of central government, all its 

officers being armed and uniformed (Palmer, 1988). Four Inspector-Generals, one in each 

Province, led the force until 1836 when a single Inspector-General was appointed. 

By that time, the quasi-military nature of the Irish Constabulary was established, with 

the men living in barracks and their officers all being men with military experience (Jeffries, 

1952). The centralised, armed Irish Constabulary model was not adopted for home 

consumption (Palmer, 1988). At first sight, this appears unusual as Peel could have 

transferred the Irish Constabulary model intact to Britain. Many reasons militated against 

this, political and military, and perhaps it could be argued that the main influence on Peel of 
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his experience of policing in Ireland was to crystallise his ideas as to what would not be 

acceptable in London, rather than as providing a model which could be adapted to function 

there. 

Consequently, it may be argued that Ireland's importance as a means of channelling 

Peel's thoughts away from the armed, colonial model has not been adequately recognised. In 

this case, what did not develop is as instructive as what eventually did appear. 

Whilst the Irish Constabulary model was not deemed suitable for use in Britain (the 

Force was later honoured with the word "Royal" by Queen Victoria for its efforts in 

suppressing the 1867 insurrection), no such scruples appeared to exist where the people to be 

policed were "foreigners". Consequently, the Irish concept of policing was exported for use 

across the Empire e. g. India, Africa and Australia (Jeffries, 1952). Over the years, its 

suitability for policing countries which were predominantly rural, where conditions were 

primitive, communications poor and with a permanent capacity for open rebellion to break 

out, was proved time and again: - 

The fact is, however, that the really effective influence upon the development of 
Colonial police forces during the nineteenth century was not that of the police of Great 
Britain, but that of the Royal Irish Constabulary. 

(Jeffries, 1952, p. 30) 

The Irish Constabulary itself provided a constant stream of officers for such forces 

whilst the Training Depot at Phoenix Park, established in 1839, figured in the career of many a 

Colonial police officer. So successful was this arrangement that in 1907, the Colonial Office 

insisted that all commissioned officers for the colonial police should be trained there (Ryder, 

1989). 

The wheel came full circle when many of the provisions made under the Metropolitan 

Police Act of 1829 went on to form the basis of the Dublin Metropolitan Police (DMP), 
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established in 1836 (Palmer, 1988). This appears to be a recognition of two things. Firstly, 

that the Metropolitan Police were a successful way to police London and secondly, that 

policing Dublin would be amenable to a similiar approach rather than using the Irish 

Constabulary model. Figure 2.2 gives a brief resume of the main similarities between the two 

Forces. 

Figure 2.2 

Comparison Highlighting the Similiarities Between the Early Dublin Metropolitan Police and the 
London Metropolitan Police 
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Additionally, many of the DMP supervisory ranks were filled by Metropolitan Police 

officers (mostly from K Division in east London) who eventually comprised three out of the 
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four Superintendents and tenout of the seventeen Inspectors (Palmer, 1988). When the Force 

took to the streets of Dublin for the first time in 1838, a visitor from London would have felt 

at home with their familiar presence. However, any excursions outside the city boundary 

would have revealed to our visitor the presence of another side to the policing of Ireland, the 

Irish Constabulary, a Force which would appear to them to be far more alien in its practices 

and traditions. 

The traffic in officers between Ireland and Britain was by no means all one way in 

favour of Dublin. Even Peel looked to Ireland when considering the appointment of the 

"military" Commissioner for the Metropolitan Police. He wrote to Gregory, the Under 

Secretary for Ireland and a personal friend, to enquire: - 

..... if there was a military man conversant in the details of the Police system 

in Ireland he might possibly be usefully employed here. 

(Ascoli, 1979, p. 79) 

No recommendation was made and indeed, Peel would have had to work hard to 

persuade someone of high calibre to consider the job as it paid £800 a year, £200 less than the 

pay of an Irish Magistrate. 

The Rural Constabularies Act of 1839 allowed any county to set up its own Force and 

in the same year Acts were passed that established Forces in Birmingham and Manchester. As 

a consequence, the Irish Constabulary and the Metropolitan Police were both used as 

recruiting grounds for experienced officers. Gloucester Magistrates used the Irish 

Constabulary model for their first Force and appointed Anthony Lefroy as Chief Constable. 

In turn, he brought thirteen Irish Constabulary men with him to the Force (Emsley, 1987). 

Between 1839 and 1880, of the forty seven Chief Constables appointed to English County 
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Forces, fourteen had IC or RIC service, compared with three from the Metropolitan Police 

and one from a Borough Force (Emsley, 1987). 

The cross-fertilisation of ideas and structures concerned with police and policing that 

flowed both ways across the Irish Sea must have assisted Sir Robert Peel in consolidating his 

vision of a police force for London. This culminated in 1829 when, as Home Secretary, Peel 

guided through Parliament the "Metropolitan Police Improvement Bill" which became law on June 

19th, 1829 as the "Metropolitan Police Act, 1829". It led directly to the formation of the 

Metropolitan Police, whose officers patrolled the streets of London for the first time on 

September 29th, 1829 (Ascoli, 1979). 

The first Instruction Book for its officers was finally issued on October 16th, 1829. It 

was primarily written by a young lawyer called Richard Mayne, who, along with Charles 

Rowan, had been appointed as one of the two Commissioners in charge of the new Force. Its 

opening words, used for over 150 years without change as encapsulating the functions of the 

Metropolitan Police, set in place a fundamental conflict between its preventative, uniform 

patrol role and its plain clothes detective role: - 

It should be understood at the outset that the principal object to be obtained is the 

prevention of crime. To this end every effort of the Police is to be directed. The 

security of person and property, the preservation of public tranquillity and all other 

objects of a Police establishment will thus be better effected than by the detection 

and punishment of the offender after he has succeeded in committing crime. This 

should be constantly kept in mind by every member of the Police force as a guide for 

his own conduct. Officers and constables should endeavour to distinguish 

themselves by such vigilance and activity as may render it extremely difficult for 

anyone to commit a crime within that portion of the town which is under their charge. 

(Metropolitan Police Instruction Book, 1829, p. 1) 
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Within Britain, there was widespread distrust of the "new police" in general and any 

widespread use of police in plain clothes rather than in unform could have exacerbated this. 

The question of the use of officers in plain clothes was debated long and hard by the two 

Commissioners, Rowan and Mayne, and Sir Robert Peel. It was Peel who finally decided that 

the new Force would deploy in uniform (Evidence of Commissioner Mayne to Select 

Committee on the Petition of Frederick Young and Others, 1833, p. 176). 

It is not unexpected therefore that Rowan and Mayne tried to minimise resistance to 

their men by concentrating wholly on uniform patrol (Emsley, 1987) or that their support for 

the concept mirrored the thoughts of Peel himself (Smith, 1985). However, Peel appears to 

have at least been aware of the role of detection in policing as, in his speech to the House of 

Commons introducing the Metropolitan police Bill, he stated: - 

It is no longer possible to leave all the responsibility in connection with the detection 

of offenders or the prevention of crimes in the hands of the parochial authorities. 

(Peel quoted in Ascoli, 1979, p. 1) 

It may not have been his intention to exclude deliberately the task of detection from 

the new force but it is known that he took very little interest in the further development of the 

Force once the legislation had received the Royal Assent (Critchley, 1977). The structure, 

functions and methods of the Metropolitan Police were very much the product of its first two 

Commissioners. 

Whilst both men publicly supported Peel's decision on the deployment of officers in 

uniform, Mayne at least appears to be less than implacably opposed. Indeed, his comments at 

the Parliamentary enquiry into the use of one of his officers, Sergeant William Popay, as a 

plain clothes gatherer of political intelligence, indicates that both the Commissioners had no 

qualms at all over the use of officers in plain clothes (see Chapter Three). 
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Whatever the moral, philosophical or practical arguments that were debated at the 

time, the end result was that for the first thirteen years of its existence, whilst the 

Metropolitan Police used officers in plain clothes to detect and arrest offenders and to gather 

information and intelligence concerning politically inspired public disorder, it had no formal 

structure solely concerned with the detection and apprehension of offenders who had 

committed a serious crime and then fled the scene. 

The Nascence of Detection 

Prior to the formation of the Metropolitan Police, the concept of "detection" as a 

means of law enforcement first manifested itself in the person of Thomas De Veil, a 

magistrate who carried out his duties from his private residence at Number 4, Bow Street, 

Covent Garden (Babington, 1969). He had been a magistrate since 1729, using premises in 

Leicester Fields, but it is not until he opened his Bow Street "office" in 1740 that he became 

the first Magistrate to constitute his office as a proper court of law, at a time when his 

contemporary justices were dispensing punishments in taverns and public halls (Babington, 

1969). If this was not sufficient achievement, he also set out along a path that was to lead to 

the formation, one hundred years later, of a Detective Department which was an integral part 

of the Metropolitan Police. Indeed, he was probably the earliest documented detective worthy 

of the name. 

His techniques were rudimentary but effective, with his skill at interrogation being 

particularly noted. An anonymous biographer wrote in 1748, two years after his death: - 

There was no quality by which De Veil was more distinguished than his sagacity, 
except his diligence. If he was once furnished with a few hints, he knew how to form 

them into a clue .... when once he had hold of this clue, he never parted with it till he 

brought the whole discovery to the view of the public. 

(Anon. quoted in Babington, 1969, p. 54) 
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On his death in 1746, Bow Street should have closed as it was De Veil's rented house, 

not a properly constituted court. However, it had been converted into a court room where 

cases could be heard and perhaps this influenced Henry Fielding to take it over in December 

1748 and continue its previous use. Like De Veil, he too had radical ideas on policing, the 

judicial system and the role of the Magistrate, envisaging Bow Street as the central co- 

ordinating point for policing all of Westminster and Middlesex. 

To assist him with this enterprise, he employed four (Palmer, 1988) or six (Babington, 

1969) volunteer "Thief takers" who would operate throughout the area under the control of 

his assistant, Saunders Welch. Government money was eventually procured to help fund the 

activities of the office and on the death of Henry Fielding, his blind half-brother John took 

over as resident magistrate at Bow Street. Slowly and intermittently, Bow Street evolved both 

a patrol and a detective function, its activities became funded by government and it obtained a 

de facto remit to pursue criminals throughout the whole country. Despite this, the Bow Street 

office itself was the personal tenancy of Fielding who had to pay entirely for its rental and 

maintenance. 

Its success undoubtedly influenced the introduction of the "London and Westminster Police 

Bill" of 1785, which, as described previously did not pass into British law but led to the 

formation of a police force in Dublin. Later on came the passing of the "Middlesex Justices Act" 

of March, 1792. This Act authorised the establishment of seven "police offices" or "public 

offices", all modelled on Bow Street, which were set up at Great Marlborough Street 

(Westminster), Queen Street (Westminster), Hatton Garden (Holborn), Worship Street 

(Finsbury Square), Lambeth (Whitechapel), High Street (Shadwell) and Union Street 

(Southwark). Each one consisted of three Stipendiary Magistrates, with six officers under 

their control, whose role was to investigate reported crime (Ascoli, 1979). Their provision was 

to be the responsibility of the Secretary of State for the Home Department. 
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Impetus was given to Bow Street in 1805 by the formation of a Horse Patrol (Palmer, 

1988), whose function was to deter crime along the main highways within a twenty mile 

radius of London, from Hounslow to Shooters Hill (Troup, 1925) and in 1821 a Dismounted 

Night Patrol began its work (Palmer, 1988). This system was extended further by Peel in the 

summer of 1822 by the addition of a uniformed Day Patrol, consisting of three inspectors and 

twenty four men, whose role was to patrol the main streets of the Metropolis until nightfall 

when the Night Patrol took over (Babington, 1969). All these activities were under the control 

of the Chief Magistrate at Bow Street and paid for by the Home Office (Troup, 1925). 

The coming of the Metropolitan Police was to affect dramatically all the public offices 

and in particular Bow Street. The impact occurred at two levels, immediately for the Bow 

Street patrols but gradually for the Magistrates and their "detectives". With the exception of 

the Horse Patrol, which was transferred directly to the new Police, the patrols were abolished. 

Some patrol members were recruited as police officers but many were not. 

The establishment of the detective function of the public offices may be clear but 

exactly what happened "on the ground" between the establishment of the Force in 1829 and 

the final abolition in 1839 of the public office detectives, including the Bow Street Runners, is 

difficult to determine. It is "like the procreation of eels, slippery and mysterious" (Sir Claude Schuster 

quoted in Hennessy, 1995, p. 95 ). 

For ten years the two organisations ran in parallel. At first sight, they appeared to 

complement each other, the Police carried out a uniformed, preventative patrol function whilst 

the public office detectives continued as before, investigating crimes that had been committed 

and bringing the perpetrators before the Magistrates. However, to add to the troubles of the 

new Commissioners of Police, the Magistrates waged a war of attrition with the police 

whenever the opportunity presented itself. At the root of this was the threat perceived by the 

Magistrates to their own power. 
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The Metropolitan Police Act of 1829, Section 1, allowed "a new police office to be 

established in the City of Westminster" and appointed both of the Commissioners as Justices of the 

Peace. However, they were given only an executive function: - 

... for the preservation of the peace, the prevention of crimes, the detection and 

committal of offenders and in carrying into execution the purposes of this Act. 

(Metropolitan Police Act, 1829, Section 1) 

The Act therefore clearly set out what the new Commissioner's responsibilities were 

to be, but did not go on to modify or remove any of the responsibilities currently carried out 

by the existing Magistrates at the seven other police offices. 

Clearly, it is this lack of clarity that has led to the differing interpretations of events 

given by different writers. Prothero contends that the Magistrates at the old Police Offices 

were not allowed to keep their executive functions but were only to carry out a judicial role. 

The Chief Magistrate at Bow Street continued to exercise both functions and to act as the de 

facto head of the Bow Street Runners (Prothero, 1931). Ascoli contends that the functions of 

the Bow Street Runners were abolished on the passing of the Act but they continued to 

operate until the Metropolitan Police Act of 1839 finally caused them to cease (Ascoli, 1979). 

Pringle (as the editor of Goddard, 1956) paints yet another, differing picture. He 

states that the police took over the duties of the Bow Street Patrols (with the exception of the 

Horse Patrol which passed to the direct control of the Home Secretary) and that the Chief 

Magistrate since 1821, Sir Richard Birnie, and the Magistrates at the other police offices, 

retained their executive function and staff of Runners. What is clear is that the Bow Street 

Horse Patrol were transferred to the Metropolitan Police by an Act of Parliament in 1829 (the 

Act was later partly repealed by the Metropolitan Police Act of 1839) and that the status 

and functions of the Bow Street Runners were left unaffected (Babington, 1969). The two 
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organisations continued in tandem as rivals, with a degree of emnity between them. 

A further indication that the Runners still had official status comes with Pringle's 

assertion the Home Secretary filled vacancies in the Runners from within the Metropolitan 

Police, on the recommendation of the Commissioners (Pringle, 1956). 

The constitutional role of the Secretary of the Home Department (as the Office of 

State was then called) in the policing arrangements extant from 1829 to 1839 is an interesting 

one. It should be borne in mind that the original philosophy behind Peel's 1829 Act was to 

produce a unified police force for the whole of London, under the control of the Home 

Secretary, and this process was to commence with the abolition or absorption of the existing 

parochial and other policing arrangements. 

However, it became apparent that too many vested interests were threatened, thus 

Peel had to steer a modified course to avoid the Parliamentary difficulties which loomed in 

front of him. Consequently, the City of London was excluded from the Act, the powers of the 

existing Magistrates were not affected and the new Force, when it was established as a further 

public office for Westminster, could be portrayed merely as an extension to the current 

system. 

The Home Secretary was given authority over the Metropolitan Police by the 1829 

Act. He was also in a position to carry out a similar function as far as the Bow Street Runners 

were concerned. In effect, he became the head of a bifurcated police system able to carry out 

three functions; preventative patrol and the control of public order via the Metropolitan 

Police and the detection of offenders via the Bow Street Runners. 

Whilst the Metropolitan Police Act clearly states that the new office of police was 

"under the immediate authority" of the Home Secretary, the position was not so clear cut as far as 

the Chief Magistrate and the Bow Street Runners were concerned. Funding from the State for 

Bow Street and its functions had started on an irregular basis with a grant of £600 being made 
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by the Privy Council to Henry Fielding to assist him in suppressing the activities of street 

robbers (Babington, 1969). Gradually, the funding of its activities became more regular but 

always outside any existing financial system. The position of the premises at Bow Street 

continued to remain an anomaly until 1842. 

Unlike the public office magistrates established under the 1792 Middlesex Justices 

Act, whose salary was paid directly by the Home Office, the Bow Street magistrates drew 

their salaries from the Secret Service account (Babington, 1969). The net effect was that whilst 

Bow Street and the Runners had no constitutional status, no statutory restrictions and no 

territorial limitations (unlike the magistrates and officers at the other public offices), the Home 

Secretary, as controller of the purse strings, was still in a position to exert close direction and 

control over their activities (Babington, 1969). The ex-Bow Street Runner Goddard mentions 

several investigative cases which were referred by the Home Secretary to the Runners to deal 

with in the 1830's, both in London and elsewhere in the country (Goddard, 1956). 

Philips referred to the close relationship between government and the Bow Street 

Runners when he wrote: - 

Looked at from the standpoint of the Home Office (where the senior Bow Street 

magistrate attended daily to take judicial examinations and to receive instructions) 

these London arrangements were far superior to those of the rest of England. 

(Philips, 1982, p. 40) 

If this was the case, then their expertise and usefulness must have been beneficial to 

the government. It is therefore curious that their abolition was agreed to, although if the thrust 

of the original Act to create a unified Force was still being adhered to it is perhaps more 

understandable. What is even more perplexing is not the eventual abolition of the Runners but 

the corresponding failure of the Metropolitan Police to take on their recently vacated role of 
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detecting criminals after a crime had been committed. The 1829 Act clearly was no bar to the 

police in carrying out this function, as it laid a duty on the Commissioners concerning "the 

detection and committal of offenders" (Metropolitan Police Act, 1829, Section 1). 

Additionally, it is not that the use of police officers in plain clothes for the purpose of 

catching criminals was seen as unsuccessful. In his evidence to the House of Commons Select 

Committee of 1833, Sergeant William Popay of P Division, based at Walworth stated: - 

There were two men constantly kept in plain clothes [on the Divison]. .. . their duty was 

thief catching. By reference to the Charge-book you will find.... that these two men 
have taken more thieves than any other ten men in the division.... all thieves know a 

policeman in uniform and avoid him. 

(House of Commons Select Committee Report on the Petition of 
Frederick Young and Others, 1833, p. 76) 

The failure to capitalise on this area of police work may have been a reflection of the 

feeling that whilst the public might tolerate the long established, semi-official Bow Street 

Runners operating in plain clothes as detectives, they would not tolerate these activities being 

carried out by an organised body with statutory powers which was formally under the 

authority of the Home Secretary. 

In the ten years during which the two organisations co-existed, there appears to have 

been no documented examples of co-operation between them but plenty of them involved 

rivalry and even hostility. It was especially noticeable in the treatment by the Magistrates of 

Metropolitan Police officers when they appeared before them with prisoners or on other 

official business (Babington, 1969). 

In the case of the murder of a boy named John Brill during February 1837, which took 

place near Uxbridge (then a small village to the west of London and hence outside the 

Metropolitan Police District), both the Runners and the Metropolitan Police sent men to 
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solve the crime. Both were unsuccessful (Cobb, 1956). During 1838, Inspector Grossmith of 

the Metropolitan Police was involved in the investigation of a murder near Epsom. The Bow 

Street Runner Goddard, who was also investigating the case, identifies Grossmith as an ex- 

Bow Street Foot Patrol officer who had enlisted in the police on their formation (Pringle, 

1956). He may have been a locally based officer whose past expertise was being utilised in 

this particular case. The final arrest was made by Goddard, whilst Grossmith is heard of no 

more. 

If it was the case that certain popular sensitivities existed, then a possible strategy for 

the police would have been to wait until public opinion realised that detectives, with all their 

perceived and actual faults, were a necessary part of the policing function and hence demand 

their re-introduction. As early as 1840, within a few days of the murder in his own home of 

Lord William Russell, influential opinion began to call for just such a step to be taken. The 

Times stated in a leading article: - 

.... 
it appears that the police are without any clue that can lead to the discovery and 

apprehension of the murderer... . We are compelled to state, from lamentable 

experience, our conviction that the means now employed for the detection of those 

guilty of the foul and horrible crime of murder have proved utterly unavailing. During no 
previous period of the modern history of London have five cruel murders been 

committed within two years without some of the perpetrators having been brought to 
justice. 

(The Times, May 10th, 1840, p. 4) 

Three weeks after the appearance of this article, the Times published a letter sent to it 

under the pseudonym of "Detector". Its author comments on the Metropolitan Police and its 

"total and unequivocal failure as a detective police" and laments the demise of the Bow Street Runners 

who had "reached almost perfection in the means of detecting the most artful, extensive, and desperate 

offenders". Interestingly, "Detector" then goes on to offer a remedy to the situation which now 

seems remarkable for its prescience: - 
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I would suggest that 25 or 30 of the officers of the metropolitan police be selected 
with the greatest care and attention as to their activity, talent, and integrity, to form a 
detective force only, and that it would be advisable that to this body some few of the 

most active, able, and respectable of the unemployed police - officers should be 

added, who might by their great skill and local knowledge render most important 
information and assistance. The detective force should, of course, be under the 
immediate control and direction of the Secretary of State and the Commissioners of 
Police. They should not wear a uniform unless it was felt necessary for them to do so 

upon state occasions or Royal processions. They should report their proceedings to 

the Secretary of State or the Commissioners of Police only, and that they should have 

the power to call in the assistance of any other part of the force, when necessary, 

upon their own responsibility. The pay of these men should be the same as the 
inspectors now have, with similar emoluments when employed to what the principal 

officers of Bow - street formerly received under the sanction of the Secretary of State. 

The first ten of them, as the most efficient, should be first employed on all important 

occasions either in town or country; the remainder would be employed as 

circumstances might require, and as vacancies might occur by death or removal. This 

part of the force would always be looked up to as a desirable promotion and reward for 

men of talent and integrity: these men should not be required to do any of the ordinary 

patrol duty of the other part of the force, but be allowed to employ their time in the 

investigation and detection of offences according to their discretion, making their daily 

report of what business they are engaged in when in London, in a book to kept by the 

chief clerk, for the information of the Commissioners or the Secretary of State only. 

(The Times, May 30,1840, p. 6) 

Despite the pressure that was building up for the Commissioners to establish a 

detective force of some kind, it took one more event, with its attendant press and public 

outcry, before action was taken. 

The Formation of the Detective Department' 

The ultimate catalyst for the initial appointment of officers as detectives was the 

murder and dismemberment by her husband of a young woman called Jane Good. After the 

crime had been committed, Daniel Good went on the run (Prothero, 193 1). It quickly became 

129 



apparent to the government, press and police that there was no-one whose remit extended to 

fording and arresting him. What did exist was a group of potential Detectives in the form of 

the so-called "active officers" (Cobb, 1956). 

From 1840 onwards, a small number of picked officers on each Division, of Constable 

and Sergeant ranks, began to be referred to, though not officially, by the title of "active 

officers". The press began to use the term and, in an article headed; "Apprehension of a Daring 

Gang of Coiners", it appeared in The Times of November 10th, 1840. Cobb (1956) notes that it 

was always the same men to whom it was applied, all other officers being referred to as 

"police". They seemed to have carried out a role similar to the current day Territorial Support 

Group (TSG) of the Metropolitan Police, carrying out raids or other activities throughout 

London or other tasks which required a team of uniformed officers. Working in plain clothes 

was also part of their remit, usually looking for wanted criminals, investigating significant 

thefts and robberies or just patrolling. 

After the murder of Jane Good by her husband, Inspector Pearce was placed in charge 

of all the "active officers' in the Force, assisted by Sergeants Gerret and Thornton. They all 

had one objective, the capture of Daniel Good (Cobb, 1956). 

After twelve days, when the Metropolitan Police had once more been under the spotlight 

concerning their ability to act as detective officers, Good was arrested on April 18th, 1842 in 

Tunbridge after being recognised by a former Metropolitan Police officer, Thomas Rose 

(Thomson, 1936). 

A few days after Good's execution at Newgate, a memorandum "relative to the Detective 

Powers of the Police" was signed by Rowan and Mayne and was then sent to the Home 

Secretary on June 14th, 1842. He gave his formal approval on June 20th, 1842 for the 

Metropolitan Police to use uniform officers as permanent detectives. As a consequence, 

Inspectors Pearce and Haynes, Sergeants Gerrett, Thornton, Shaw and Braddick, plus Police 
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Constables Whicher and Goff (who were simultaneously promoted to Sergeant), permanently 

hung up their uniforms in order to become the new "Detective Body", based at Scotland Yard 

(Metropolitan Police Orders, August 15th, 1842). 

All of the new detectives had already shown their abilities in a variety of high profile 

cases. Goff, Whicher and Thornton were all "active officers". Pearce is known to have been a 

senior member of the Bow Street Foot Patrol (Ascoli, 1979) and as such would have had an 

insight into the Runners and their methods. Others, particularly Sergeant Stephen Thornton 

and Sergeant Jonathan Whicher may have shared this background (Cobb, 1956). 

At first sight, the Detective Department appears to have been quickly created as the 

response to a police deficiency highlighted by a particular set of circumstances. However, 

perhaps the words of a witness to the House of Commons Select Committee, set up to look 

into the functioning of the Metropolitan Police some nine years previously in 1833, may have 

helped to reinforce the views of Richard Mayne. In answer to the question of what he would 

have done to ensure the police carried out the detective function effectively, Mr Hardwick, a 

magistrate at the Lambeth police office replied: - 

The greater part of the force, I would have employed, as a day and night patrol, in 

uniform, for the prevention of crime. The other part, composed of the most intelligent 

of the body, and out of uniform, should be trained and employed in the detective 

branch of the police. 

(Evidence to the House of Commons Select Committee 

Report into the Metropolitan Police, 1833, p. 153) 

Recognition of the influence of Mayne is seen in the Home Office Departmental 

Commission report into the Detective Department which states: - 
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The first attempt to create a central detective force was made at the suggestion of Sir 
R Mayne in 1842 by the appointment (with the consent of the Home Secretary, Sir 

James Graham) of two Inspectors and six serjeants in Scotland Yard for the detection 

of criminals. 

(Report of the Departmental Commission, 1878, p. 34) 

Mayne's interest in detection dates back to at least 1840 when, following the murder 

of Lord William Russell, the papers made frequent reference to Mayne taking personal charge 

of the investigation (Cobb, 1956). The Times of May 9th, 1840 described the flurry of 

activity that occurred when he arrived at the scene of the murder at the commencement of an 

extensive search of the house by the police. As the victim was the uncle of Lord John Russell, 

the incumbent Home Secretary, perhaps the personal supervision of one of the 

Commissioners is not surprising. The two officers on the case who finally proved that it was 

"an inside job", carried out by a servant called Courvoisier in order to commit a robbery, were 

Inspector Pearce of A Division and Sergeant Shaw of E Division, founder members of the 

Detective Department. 

Cobb details from 1837 onwards a variety of cases, particularly murders, where the 

Metropolitan Police were slowly searching to find the right type of officers to act as 

detectives. In turn, the most successful of these officers were beginning to discover and use 

rudimentary methods that went on to become the basic tools of the modern day detective e. g. 

the surveillance of suspects, the use of informers and the gathering of evidence. 

Once established, the Department slowly began to acquire a record of success, hence 

their workload increased and their numbers were added to in 1856 by the addition of two more 

officers, Inspector Field and Sergeant Shackell. 

The idea of detection as a compliment to preventative policing appears to have, to a 

certain extent, won over the initially sceptical Rowan but in turn he seems very much to have 

left it to Mayne (Cobb, 1956). In 1846, the system was expanded and Mayne introduced a 
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system where two PC's on each of the seventeen Divisions were trained in the rudiments of 

detective work. 

The concept of training officers in relevant skills rather than foot and cutlass drill was a 

new one and appears to have had more appeal to detectives that their uniform colleagues. 

Training was first instituted on a regular basis for the CID in 1902, some five years before the 

opening of the first Police Training School (Ascoli, 1979). Gradually, the name Scotland Yard 

began to be synonymous not just with the headquarters of the Metropolitan Police but with 

its detectives (1). 

One further aspect of the development of detective policing must be mentioned before 

attention is turned to the evolution of political policing; the spread of organised police forces 

throughout the country. The Municipal Corporations Act of 1835 enabled one hundred and 

seventy eight local boroughs to set up their own Forces (Ascoli, 1979). In 1839, the Rural 

Constabularies Act ensured that any borough could set up its own Force and establish a rate 

to pay for it. Separate Acts established forces in Birmingham and Manchester (Emsley, 1987). 

The final piece of the legislative jigsaw came in 1856 when the County and Borough 

Police Act made the establishment of a police force obligatory. Within four years, there were 

two hundred and fifty nine forces (Bunyan, 1976) and the problems of communication, 

co-operation, rivalry and envy that were to plague the Fenians, Clan na Gael and later the 

IRA over the next one hundred and thirty five years had also become endemic in the efforts of 

the police to combat them. 

This chapter has concentrated on foundations, tracing the beginings of extreme Irish 

nationalism and the establishment of the Metropolitan Police. It has also detailed the 

formation of the Detective Department. However, it is now necessary to narrow still further 

the focus of the research and to examine the final strand in the development of policing 

extreme Irish nationalism, the specialised sub-set of detective work known as "political 
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policing" and the methods that were used to carry it out. 
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NOTES 

(1) Tradition has it that the name Scotland Yard derives from its proximity to one 

of the Yards on the old site of the Palace of Westminster, where lodgings were set aside 

for the Kings of Scotland when they attended on the English Kings. Fairfax (1980) 

puts forward an interesting case to challenge this explanation as he believes it is based 

on forged documents written by Hardyng the Chronicler (1378-1465). He postulated 

that the discovery of an earlier document, dated 1293-4, relating to land in this area as 

belonging to Walter Scot, indicates that it was probably known locally for many years 

as "Scots land" and this fact was seized on by Hardyng for his own nefarious 

purposes when he described the derivation of the name of the land in that area. 

Charles Dickens, in 1836, wrote a series of thumbnail portraits of London and 

in an article entitled "Scotland Yard", described the area as: - 

a very small tract of land, bounded on one side by the River Thames, on the other by the 

gardens of Northumberland House: abutting at one end on the bottom of Northumberland 

street, at the other on the back of Whitehall-place. 

(Dickens, 1836, p. 84) 

He makes no mention of the Metropolitan Police or their headquarters (which in fact 

fell just outside these boundaries), describing its inhabitants instead as "a tailor, a 

publican, two eating - house keepers, and a fruit pie maker", as well as the coalmen who plied 

their trade from the wharfs on the river (Dickens, 1836, p. 85). 

Both Cobb (1956) and Prothero (1931) indicate that Scotland Yard served as 

the Force HQ and covered the "A" Division of Westminster area. This does not appear 

to have been the case. The "A" Division Station was to the north of Great Scotland 

Yard whilst the Metropolitan Police Office, known as Scotland Yard, in fact ran from 
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the south of Great Scotland Yard through to Whitehall Place. Its address was No. 4 

Whitehall Place and it served as the administrative centre of the Metropolitan Police 

(Ordnance Survey map, 1874). 

The Detective Department, as described by Andrew Lansdowne when he 

joined it in May 1869 (Metropolitan Police Orders, May 17th, 1869), occupied three 

rooms in the building "on the right hand side of Great Scotland Yard" (Lansdowne, 1890, 

p. 7). Williamson had one room, with one each for the Inspectors and Sergeants 

(Lansdowne, 1890). Lansdowne's memory can be shown to be at fault in one instance. 

He claimed Williamson was an Inspector when Lansdowne arrived at Scotland Yard. In 

fact, he had been promoted to Superintendent two days before Lansdowne's arrival 

(Metropolitan Police Orders, 15th May, 1869). 

The offices Lansdowne describes were probably located in the Metropolitan 

Police Office, as he goes on to describe how Williamson and his Department, on the 

arrival of Howard Vincent in April 1878 as head of the newly formed CID, later 

vacated the building for the two storied one in the centre of the square at Scotland Yard 

(Metropolitan Police Orders, April 6th, 1878). It was within a cast-iron urinal attached 

to the wall of this building that a bomb planted by extreme Irish nationalists exploded 

on May 30th, 1885, causing severe damage but no deaths. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

POLITICAL POLICING: THE FOUNDATIONS OF ITS OPERATIONAL 

METHODOLOGY 

The magistrates of Bow Street and their Runners had been involved in the policing of 

political matters from at least the 1750s (Babington, 1969). They had tracked down a 

suspected French spy (Babington, 1969) and protected visiting Royalty such as the Duke of 

Brunswick in 1836 (Goddard, 1956). They investigated potential rebellions in the provinces 

(Goddard, 1956), acted to suppress plots against the Government in 1817 (Special 

Commission Report, 1817) and once more in 1820 (Stanhope, 1962). 

As well as the Bow Street officers, the police offices had, virtually from their inception 

in 1792, used their officers to gather political information to assist in controlling public 

disorder. In particular, this had been focused on the London Corresponding Society and the 

disturbances that arose from their political activities (Mather, 1959). The concept of political 

policing, as defined in the Introduction to this thesis, was therefore in existence long before the 

catalyst of the Fenian attacks on the mainland led to the establishment of a specialised section 

of the Metropolitan Police Criminal Investigation Department to deal with it on a more 

systematic basis. 

Similarly, the methods that the detective department officers used to carry out their 

tasks of detecting and preventing these attacks had a proven track record in solving "ordinary" 

crime and hence were adapted by the detectives for their new role. This was acknowledged by 

Robert Anderson in 1896, some years after he had retired as Assistant Commissioner of the 

Metropolitan Police CID, when he wrote: - 
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For the measures adopted to detect quasi political crime in no way differ from those by 

which every competent police force deals with organised crime of any kind. 

(Sir Robert Anderson, quoted in Moore-Anderson, 1947, p. 55) 

The ability to construct a case based on evidence that was acceptable in a court of law 

applies equally to both "ordinary" crime and politically motivated crime. However, with 

political crime, a premium is placed on the ability of those charged with countering it to 

discover and prevent plots and plans before they can come to fruition. The gathering of 

intelligence and information has therefore always been a key element in dealing with political 

crime. 

Suprisingly, it is only within the last ten to fifteen years that police Forces in the UK 

have more generally recognised the benefits of "intelligence-led policing" in dealing with 

"ordinary" crime committed at the local level e. g. burglary, street robbery and drug dealing 

(Maguire and Timothy, 1995). Consequently, it is only recently that they have begun to 

develop the necessary systems and structures that are required to carry this out. 

From the viewpoint of policing, these are interesting events in that they show that the 

"police", in whatever guise, were consistently involved in matters of this kind. They also 

show elements of their operations that were to become more familiar as the years went by, 

particularly the use of informers, observations on suspected premises prior to the making of 

arrests and allegations of agent provocateur at the ensuing trial. The allegation of agent 

provocateur had been raised as early as 1817 concerning the arrest and trial for sedition of 

Arthur Thistlewood and others as a result of their radical activities (Stanhope, 1962). 

During that same year, a ramshackle attempt at an uprising in Nottingham, led by 

Jeremiah Brandreth, alias the "Nottingham Captain" was easily dispersed by the appearance 

of the military. At the trials of Brandreth and others, it became clear that there were two main 

instigators of the plot, called Oliver and Bradley. Bradley later admitted his role as a 
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government "spy" whilst the pivotal role of the mysterious Oliver in organising the uprising 

also gives a strong indication that he too was a government agent of some description. He had 

been "arrested" with the others but never stood trial and indeed, appears never to have been 

heard of again. Brandreth and two others were executed for High Treason on November 7th, 

1817. His last words were; "This is all Oliver and the government, the Lord have mercy on my soul. " 

(Special Commission Report, 1817). 

On Wednesday, February 24th, 1820, as a result of "information having been received at 

Bow Street". the Chief Magistrate, accompanied by a dozen of his officers under the command 

of George Ruthven and reinforced by a detachment of soldiers, made their way to a stable in 

Cato Street, Marylebone. A fierce fight ensued with a group of some twenty or so men who 

were surprised in the building, in the course of which a Bow Street Runner named Smythers 

was stabbed fatally with a sword (Stanhope, 1962). 

When the dust had settled and the arrests had been made, the government and the 

Runners congratulated themselves that a plot to murder the entire cabinet and take over the 

government of the country had been thwarted, thanks to a timely warning to Bow Street by a 

man called Hiden who revealed its existence just as the plotters were gathering to put it into 

action. Five men paid with their lives on the scaffold whilst five more were transported for life 

(Stanhope, 1962). However, it appears that matters were far from being as straightforward as 

this. 

There appears little doubt that the government was well aware of events through their 

use of an informant called George Edwards who worked for and was paid by a Mr Stafford of 

Bow Street (Stanhope, 1962). This was probably the John Stafford who was remembered 

with affection by "Detector" in his letter to The Times in 1842 (see previous chapter). The 

police had the premises under observation from the early afternoon of the 24th and arrived 

with a warrant for the arrest of fourteen named individuals, including that of Edwards. Later, 
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he was also to reveal the whereabouts of the main conspirator, the very same Arthur 

Thistlewood who had stood trial but been acquitted in 1817. 

Edwards was never arrested for his part in the plot, neither did he appear in Court as a 

witness to the arrest of Thistlewood. The whole sorry plot had no chance of success and may 

well have been encouraged by the government (with Edwards acting as agent provocateur) so 

as to enable a very public denouement to take place. Thus, a warning could be sent to 

anybody who might have been contemplating dissent of any kind. 

The use by the Government of the Bow Street Runners, informers and agent 

provocateurs in gathering intelligence on the politics of individuals became widely known and 

as a result of these events, their actions remained in the memory of the public. An event 

occurred in the early 1830's which, whilst it involved the newly formed Metropolitan Police 

rather than the Bow Street Runners, invoked an outcryfrom numerous quarters. 

The Activities of Sergeant William Popay and their Aftermath 

The Metropolitan Police, with at least the acquiescence of the Home Secretary, if not 

at his specific behest, began in 1832 to cant' out the function of political intelligence gathering 

and had probably done so from its inception in 1829. It came to the knowledge of the public 

in 1833, just four years after the establishment of the Force. In that year, a Parliamentary 

Special Committee, including Peel himself amongst its members, was convened to investigate 

the political intelligence gathering activities of William Steward Popay, a Sergeant in the Force. 

From February 1832 until March 1833 when he was exposed as a police officer, he had 

regularly attended the Walworth and Camberwell branch meetings of the National Political 

Union of the Working Classes (NPUWC), posing as an ordinary member of the public 

sympathetic to their aims. Subsequently, a petition protesting that ".... Policemen are employed 

as Spies, and praying that the People may not be taxed to maintain those Spies.... " (Report of the Select 
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Committee on the Petition of Frederick Young and Others (Police), 1833, p. 1) was submitted 

to Parliament, detailing the alleged activities of Popay and calling for a full enquiry into them. 

The whole incident tends to be portrayed in one of two ways. On the one hand, it is 

advanced as evidence that there was a widespread ethos at the time against the use of as 

"spies" and hence, by extension, any use of Metropolitan Police officers in plain clothes. This 

philosophical abhorence of the use of police in plain clothes per se was allegedly supported 

by the two Commissioners (Porter, 1987) but it also seems to reflect the views of the 

petitioners themselves. Were they merely a group of concerned citizens bringing the affair to 

notice as a public duty or did they have their own ulterior political motive in pressing the case 

for Parliamentary scrutiny? Whatever their motives were, the House of Commons was 

sufficiently concerned to set up a Select Committee to inquire into the allegations. 

An alternative portrayal of the Popay case is as the over-zealous attempt of one police 

officer to report on the activities of a political organisation (Smith, 1985). In this scenario, 

approbium was heaped on Popay not for going too far but mainly on the concept of the 

enterprise itself. Was this the case? A case can be made to show that it was part of a long 

standing and sophisticated attempt to better inform police operations and government policy 

by using police officers in plain clothes to gather political intelligence and information. It was 

Popay's methods that were officially criticised, not the overall objective of the Metropolitan 

Police that he attempted to achieve by employing those methods. 

The Committee and the Petitioners 

The petitioners who were questioned by the Select Committee all claimed to be 

members of the National Political Union of the Working Classes (NPUWC), a radical working 

class movement in favour of political reform by revolution. Consequently, they were not just 

concerned members of the public nor were they likely to be supporters of the concept of a 
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New Police. 

The NPUWC had been formed by revolutionary Chartists such as William Lovett, 

James Watson, John Cleeve, William Carpenter and Henry Huntingdon with the aim of "the 

destruction of Parliament as a means of producing revolution" (Francis Place, quoted in Philips, 1982, 

p. 47). One of its supporters was the radical MP William Cobbett, who, on their behalf, 

placed their petition before the same Parliament that they were trying to destroy. He also sat 

on the Select Committee itself. Cobbett combined his Parliamentary duties with the role of 

writing and editing a radical newspaper, Cobbett's Weekly Political Register, which was 

sympathetic to the aims of the NPUWC. As well as supporting these in general, the Register 

carried reports of their meetings and the resolutions that were discussed at them. 

In response to the Committee's final report, Cobbett unsuccessfully attempted to 

table what was in effect his own minority report. In its introductory remarks he made his 

attitude to the police very clear: - 

.... I have a rooted hatred to this police establishment; that I hate (sic), because it is of 

foreign growth and because it is French; that I hate it because it really tears up the 

government..... Whether this hatred be well or ill founded, it is real, and it must have an 
influence on my mind in everything relating to this matter. 

(Cobbett's Weekly Political Register, August 17th, 1833, p. 386) 

To the end of his days, Cobbett lost no opportunity to emphasise the "Frenchness" of 

the New Police, regularly referring to them as "the Bourbon-like police" (Cobbet's Weekly 

Political Register, November 1st, 1834, quoted by Knight, 1984) 

His comments were warmly received and widely reported in the radical press. The 

Poor Man's Guardian commented that "Thanks to the labours and public spirit of Mr Cobbett, this 
horrible plot against the lives of Englishmen has been brought to light and the plotters are consigned to 
everlasting infamy. " (August 24th, 1833, p. 269). Another newspaper, Bells New Weekly 

Messenger, informed its readers: - 
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How superior a document this is to the vague thing which was actually laid before the 
House! The infamy of Popay, of the system which gave him employment, and of the 
Government which listened to the results of his despicable espionage, is now 
consummated by this "report" of Mr Cobbett. That report should be attentively studied 
by the whole political community. 

(Bells New Weekly Messenger, August 18th, 1833, p. 386) 

Cobbett himself told his readers that he wished: - 

... to lay before the public, a sort of summing up of the whole; and that I shall do under 

the name and form of a report, such as I would have laid before the House, if I could 

have had my wish. 

(Cobbet's Weekly Political Register, Saturday, August 17th, 1833, p. 386) 

He did so in a very comprehensive and logical manner, breaking down the original 

petition into its eighteen separate allegations and marshalling the evidence from the Select 

Committee witnesses in their support or rebuttal. It is fair to conclude that this approach is an 

improvement on the original report, which only records verbatim the examinations of the 

witnesses and the final resolutions of the Committee. 

When the petition was presented to Parliament by Cobbett, the Metropolitan Police 

was still smarting from the events of May 13th, 1833 when, at Cold Bath Fields, a 

demonstration organised by the National Political Union of the Working Classes (NPUWC) in 

support of Parliamentary reform had ended in a violent confrontation between police and 

demonstrators and PC Robert Culley had been stabbed to death. Two other officers were also 

stabbed. 

The actions of the Metropolitan Police officers on that day were under the scrutiny of 

another Select Committee set up to look specifically into these events whilst yet a third 

Committee was sitting to examine the overall role and functions of the Metropolitan Police. 
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Parliament had recently extended the initial three year statutory lifespan of the Force by a 

further three years but its continuing existence on a permanent basis was by no means a 

forgone conclusion. From the perspective of the opponents of the Metropolitan Police, with 

Cobbett prominent amongst them, if the Force was discredited sufficiently, it would ensure 

that its organisational lifespan was but a short one. Consequently, the activities of Popay 

were yet one more aspect of its operations that could be exploited for political advantage. 

The Evidence Presented to the Select Committee 

The Committee hearings reveal the debate that must have gone on in the formative 

days of the Metropolitan Police concerning the use of officers in plain clothes. Rowan 

informed them of the "considerable discussions" (Ascoli, 1979) that had taken place between 

themselves and Peel on whether the whole Force would be in uniform or in plain clothes. 
What is surprising is the strong argument that was advanced by Commissioner Mayne to the 

Committee in support of the deployment of officers in plain clothes: - 

Were we restricted from employing men on any occasions, in plain clothes, I 

should say, give up the uniform altogether; for though it is most useful on many 
accounts that the police should wear uniforms, and it was decided by Sir Robert Peel, 

after much consideration, that it should be adopted, in which the Commissioners fully 

concurred, yet if we must employ all the Police at all times in their uniform, I should say 

give up the uniform. 

(Evidence of Commissioner Mayne, Select Committee Report, 

1833, p. 176) 

This is hardly the attitude of someone who, at the time, allegedly was opposed to the 

whole concept of employing officers in plain clothes. A close examination of the Select 

Committee Report and its Minutes of Evidence assists in explaining this apparent paradox. 

Popay was dismissed as a consequence of how he carried out the task of gathering 

information and intelligence, not the fact that he did it at all. This type of duty was carried 
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with official sanction at the highest level. His downfall did not occur because he he wore plain 

clothes to carry out his task. It occurred because he went beyond this by adopting a 

rudimentary false identity and exploiting the opportunities that consequently arose outside 

the environment where he was expected to operate in i. e. the public meeting. In the eyes of the 

Commissioners, he had crossed the boundary from being a policeman operating covertly in 

plain clothes to carrying out a deception as to his identity and true motives. He had therefore 

moved from carrying out his legitimate duty to acting as a "spy" and was punished 

accordingly. 

The Commissioners did deprecate police officers being used as spies but they did not 

equate the use of officers plain clothes to gather political intelligence and information with 

spying. They seem to have defined spying as circumstances where officers went beyond this 

and indulged in an active deception as to their identity. Similar circumstances arose in 1845 

when a constable, who had disguised himself as a cobbler to assist in arresting a counterfeiter, 

was disciplined (Porter, 1989). Once more, the fine line between police activity in plain 

clothes and police using a deception as to their identity had been breached and the 

Commissioners then took action. There is no doubt, from the evidence given to the Select 

Committee that the Commissioners and the Home Secretary were aware of Popay's activities, 

if not his exact methods. 

Popay was under the direct command of his local Superintendent, Andrew McLean. 

Within the first few days of his arrival at Walworth in April 1832, he was directed by him to 

attend a particular meeting in "private clothes" i. e. out of uniform and he continued to do so 

regularly until his exposure in March 1833. Popay described his role and the instructions he 

was given by McLean as follows: - 

On the Reform question there was a great deal of excitation, and a deal of feeling 

round the neighbourhood where I was residing, and Mr M'Lean thought it necessary, 
for the preservation of the peace, that I should go round the Division as a general 
patrol and that I should report to him when and what meetings there were; and he 
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generally desired me, on my representing what meetings were about to take 
place, that I should attend those meetings, not altogether with the same view that I 

attended those of the National Union, but merely to ascertain what was going forward 
in order that the public peace might be preserved. 

(Evidence of William Popay, Select Committee Report, 

1833, p. 61) 

Popay confirmed that he had received a positive order not to become a member of the 

Union in order to carry out this task. Popay does not appear to have been the first officer to 

land himself in difficulties through this type of activity. Mayne detailed a case where an 

officer. - 

.... 
had gone beyond the point we considered proper; we considered he had 

identified himself with the meeting in an improper manner .... 
he was brought before 

the Commissioners and reprimanded.... he had become a member of the Union, as 

we understood. 

(Evidence of Commissioner Mayne, Select Committee Report, 

1833, p. 177) 

This appears to be clear evidence that Popay was not the first or only officer to have 

been ordered to perform this type of political intelligence gathering duty. The Commissioners 

were evidently well aware of the practice and sought to utilise it, at the same time as ensuring 

that the Force was not seen to be overstepping the mark. 

When engaged in these duties, Popay did so in plain clothes and did not wear his 

uniform for up to three months at a time. He attended three or four meetings a week, ranging 

from general and class meetings called by the NPUWC to parish and local electioneering 

meetings unrelated to the NPUWC. On occasion, he travelled to other parts of London with 

members of the NPUWC to attend rallies and meetings e. g. Blackheath, Kennington Common. 

At first, under questioning by the Committee, he denied that he had ever employed 
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any disguise or used a false name. However, he admitted he used to carry a portfolio of papers 

and drawings and made no attempt to disabuse curious people of the notion that he was an 

artist (he had been drawing master at some of the schools he had taught at). He also conceded 

that Superintendent McLean had no knowledge of him being "under an assumed character" 

(Evidence of Popay, Select Committee Report, 1833, p. 62). When asked if he knew of any 

other policeman who carried out a similar task he replied that he had no personal knowledge of 

one "but I believe there are several persons so employed in every Division" (Evidence of Popay, Select 

Committee Report, 1833, p. 74). 

It is here, in his use of an "assumed character", that Popay moved from being an officer 

carrying out his lawful orders, which required him to be in plain clothes, to becoming a police 

officer acting as a spy. He was no longer an observer but had become a participant and 

continued to do so outside the arena of the public meeting. 

McLean personally took all the reports to Rowan and Mayne who in their turn 

passed them on to the Under Secretary at the Home Office, Samuel March Phillips. When 

deemed appropriate, they were brought to the attention of the Home Secretary, Lord 

Melbourne. The Commissioners submitted as evidence to the Committee a total of fifty one 

reports in their possession. Of these, Popay had prepared forty eight, running to one hundred 

and seventy folio size pages (Cobbett's Weekly Political Register, August 18th, 1833). 

The evidence given to the Committee by Rowan, Mayne and Phillips seems to leave 

no doubt that there was a system, sanctioned and regularly utilised by the Home Office, to 

gather information and intelligence at public meetings called for whatever purpose if it was 

suspected that they or subsequent meetings might pose a danger to the public peace. Mayne, 

in reply to questioning, indicated his understanding of the position: - 

I believe it is the practice, and has been at all times, to send constables to any 

meeting where danger is apprehended: and as the police could not with safety or 
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usefully appear in their regular dress they must be in plain clothes. 

(Evidence of Commissioner Mayne, Select Committee Report, 

1833, p. 172) 

It is interesting to note his phrase ".... and has been at all times.... " as it implies that the 

practice had been occurring since at least the inception of the Metropolitan Police in 

September 1829 and as he uses the word "constables", it may even have extended prior to this 

and hence to include the use of Bow Street officers for this purpose. 

The Home Office involvement went beyond merely receiving the reports submitted by 

the Commissioners, they actively tasked the Metropolitan Police. In answer to a question 

concerning instructions from the Home Office to attend the Political Union meetings, Mayne 

replied: - 
We employed Popay by the express desire of the Secretary of State or the Under 

Secretary; they did not name Popay but desired that a police constable should be so 

employed. 

(Evidence of Commissioner Mayne, Select Committee Report, 

1833 p. 173) 

In reply to further questioning, he stated that the money to pay the expenses of 

officers engaged in such duties was not taken from police funds but was reimbursed by the 
Home Office. Consequently, it was funded by the taxpayer, not the local ratepayer. He was 

also emphatic that the current Home Secretary, Lord Melbourne, knew of the activities of the 

officers, approved of them and read their reports. Lord Melbourne had given no indication of 
disapproval at any stage and indeed, had written on the back of one report concerning the 

oration delivered at Thomas Hardy's funeral: - 

This information is not unimportant and should not be lost sight of. 

(Select Committee Report, 1833, p. 177) 
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The Committee also questioned Samuel March Phillips, the Under Secretary at the 
Home Office. He confirmed the role played by the Home Office and the Secretary of State, 

both as recipients of the intelligence gathered and as instigators of its collection: - 

.... the Commissioners brought frequently to me the reports of what passed at public 

meetings.... It was known to Lord Melbourne that the information as to the 

proceedings of public meetings was obtained by police constables who attended the 
meetings and directions were frequently given for that purpose.. .. The 
Commissioners of Police have been directed to take notice of public meetings called 
by the political unions. 

(Evidence of Phillips, Select Committee Report, 1833, p. 178 -179) 

Who Were the Intelligence Gatherers? 

The evidence of Mayne, Phillips and Popay himself seems to dispel the idea of Popay 

acting as a rogue officer. Indeed, from the same evidence and that of others an outline of the 

intelligence gathering operations of the Metropolitan Police can be built up. 

In order to carry out this requirement, Rowan indicated to the Committee that some 

five or six men "who were looked upon as superior" had been specially selected to carry out this 

type of duty (Select Committee Report, 1833, p. 175). Popay himself appears to fall neatly 

into this category. In his evidence to the Committee, he stated that he was aged thirty five 

years at the time of the enquiry, had joined the Metropolitan Police on September 3rd, 1831 

and had previously been employed as a schoolteacher in Harleston, Norfolk. As well as his 

police pay, he received a second, yearly income as a result of being appointed a "coal meter" 

at the port of Yarmouth (his birthplace). 

After his recruitment, he had been posted to Brixton Division and worked from the 

sub-Divisional station at Streatham before being transferred to Walworth. He was promoted 

to Sergeant in March, 1833 but continued to be paid as a clerk until just before the Select 

Committee enquiry when he was finally paid the full Sergeants rate. 
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According to Mayne, the officers selected as covert intelligence gatherers had a dual 

role, to prevent a breach of the peace at the meetings that they attended and to obtain 
information as to future events: - 

Sometimes preparations were made at one meeting for a subsequent one of a very 
dangerous character, and that we found out at the first meeting. 

(Evidence of Mayne, Special Committee Report, 

1833, p. 175) 

Unless it was at an outdoor meeting where uniform police were also likely to be in 

attendance, it is difficult to conceive how one police officer in plain clothes could prevent a 

breach of the peace. Mayne may well have been using this particular aspect of their duties to 

dilute his description of what must have been their primary role, that of intelligence gathering 

at meetings called together for a political purpose where the presence of uniformed police 

would have provoked hostility. He could also have been using a wider definition of breach of 

the peace over and above any such imminent risk at the particular meeting attended. 

Further evidence for the regular gathering of political and public order intelligence by 

other police officers working in plain clothes, as well as Popay, can be found in the evidence 

presented to another House of Commons Select Committee inquiring into the events 

surrounding the Cold Bath Fields meeting on May 13th, 1833. It sat concurrently with the 

Committee examining the Popay case and indeed, shared five of its members; Sir Robert Peel, 

Mr Clay, Mr Lamb, the Solicitor-General, Sir Thomas Freemantle and Mr Hawes. The report 

was published on August 23rd, 1833 and the evidence submitted to it clearly shows the extent 

of systematic police information and intelligence gathering and the use to which it was put. 

Prior to the event, Rowan and Mayne were in possession of a not inconsiderable 

amount of intelligence on which to base their plans. Much of it could only have come from 

covert sources, probably plain clothes officers but also, perhaps, informants. In their report to 
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the Home Secretary on May 20th, reference is made to the numbers of NPUWC who were 

expected, their attitude to persons and property, their hatred of the police, the call by their 

leaders to come armed and the response of the members to that call ".... ample proof of all this is in 

the possession of the Commissioners. " (Report of the Select Committee on the Cold Bath Fields 

Meeting, 1833, p. 8) 

Furthermore, in response to specific questions, Rowan and Mayne were able to give 

the Committee details of the organisation of the NPUWC, how it differed from other Political 

Unions and even that it was in correspondence with other groups in Horsham, Chatham and 

other locations. How could they have been aware of this level of detail? There are two 

possibilities, both of which may have contributed to a greater or lesser extent. 

Firstly, the use of plain clothes officers in a role similar to that of Popay. Their use 

would have allowed the Commissioners to make their confident claim that the NPUWC had 

about 3000 class members in London and that they had, as far as their carrying of arms was 

concerned, "a great deal of information. " (Select Committee Report, Cold Bath Fields, 1833, 

p. 19). When pressed on the issue of whether arms would be carried on that particular day, 

Mayne explained: - 

Yes, we had known that from a speech of Mr Mee; he talked of its being in vain to resist 

the police that they were too strong for them, unless they came armed. 

(Evidence of Commissioner Mayne, Select Committee Report, 

Cold Bath Fields, 1833, p. 19) 

He added that this speech had been made at a meeting of the NPUWC on May 8th, 

hence it is highly likely that his knowledge came from someone present at this meeting, 

probably a police officer or an informant. 

Thurston (1967) gives further credence to this by detailing a meeting held on Friday, 

June 1st, 1833, organised by the NPUWC, when some seven hundred people packed the 
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Crown and Anchor Tavern in the Strand. Present in plain clothes was an Inspector Mallalieu. 

The date is significant, eighteen days from the day of the Cold Bath Fields riot, four months 

after the unmasking of Popay and during the period when the Select Committee into Popay 

was sitting. At such a sensitive time, the Metropolitan Police still felt that, in the 

circumstances, the use of a plain clothes officer to gather political intelligence was necessary 

and justified. 

Mayne also referred to a class from Camberwell "... the 73rd Class... that called the Fighting 

Class amongst the Unions" as being armed and on their way to the Cold Bath Fields meeting. He 

stated that they stopped and dispersed before reaching the meeting. Cobbett, in his minority 

report, refers to one of the petitioners, John Young, the leader of the thirty fourth class: - 

.... which Popay in his written report of the 20 July above recited, denounced to the 

Government as being denominated the fighting class, and as having arms which were 

monthly inspected by the class leader. 

(Cobbet's Weekly Political Register, August 17th, 1833, p. 423) 

Popay was therefore the probable source of Mayne's information on this point. As 

well as submitting reports prior to the meeting, Popay admitted that he had been instructed 

by Rowan to attend the Cold Bath Fields meeting and that he had spoken to him on the day in 

the yard at the White Horse. 

Due to his presence on the day, he was later summoned to attend the Old Bailey trial 

of George Furzey, one of the people who initially identified Popay as a police officer, but he 

was not called upon to give evidence. Furzey was charged as "John Fursey" with stabbing 

Sergeant John Brooks and PC Henry Redwood in Calthorpe Street (Select Committee 

Reports, Frederick Young and the Cold Bath Fields Meeting, 1833). Despite clear evidence of 

his guilt, which at no stage did he deny, he was acquitted (Thurston, 1967). 

The second potential source of information concerning the NPUWC and available to 
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the police was the press. Both the Select Committees refer to reports of Union meetings in the 

"Poor Man's Guardian"; "The True Sun" and "The Working Man's Friend" and the 

Commissioners certainly appeared to be familiar with them and their contents. However, one 

final piece of information was given out by Mayne which seems to point conclusively to their 

use of plain clothes officers at meetings of the Union. In answer to the question "Are you aware 

that in the Poor Man's Guardian a speech was attributed to him (Mr Mee).... ", Mayne replied: - 

I have a report of that speech made to us; that report is confirmed by the report of the 

Poor Man's Guardian but it is much stronger than that, speaking of Kings as the 
"curses of all the earth" and the "bloated aristocracy" and so on. 

(Evidence of Mayne, Select Committee Report, Cold Bath 

Fields, 1833, p. 20). 

In other words, the press was only confirming what he knew already, probably via a 

report from a plain clothes officer. 

As well as their regular use prior to the event, plain clothes officers continued to be 

used on the day itself. Colonel Rowan explained how he placed: - 

.... 
four or five men in plain clothes near the spot where the chairman or any one else 

should begin to address the meeting; these men being well acquainted with the 

persons of the leaders of the Unions, were, when they arrived, to seize any who were 

present, upon Mr May's Division appearing.... 

(Evidence of Rowan, Select Committee Report, Cold 

Bath Fields, 1833, p. 7) 

However, he later described their function as ".... merely to give information and to take notes 

of the speeches which should identify the meeting.... " (Select Committee Report, Cold Bath Fields, 

1833, p. 18). 

It was probably the use of such officers that enabled Rowan to be informed of events 

as they were unfolding prior to his deployment of uniformed police. This included the fact 
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that the first man to address the meeting was doing so on a religious theme and was not 

connected with the organisers. Hence it still could not be categorically stated that the banned 

meeting was indeed taking place. Soon after that incident he was made aware that a Committee 

of the Union was sitting in a nearby public house, with a view to controlling events from 

there. 

There appears little doubt, based on the evidence from the various Select Committees 

and outlined above, that Popay was not acting solely on his own initiative. Rowan and Mayne 

must have recognised very early on that the provision of information and intelligence on 

potential public disorder is a fundamental requirement of policing. This recognition prompted 

them to establish an internal system and structure to gather, assess and act upon such 

information and intelligence. 

The Conclusions of the Select Committee Report on Popy. 

The Select Committee report was published on August 6th, 1833. Sergeant Popay's 

conduct was described as "highly reprehensible" but the report then went on to qualify that 

apparently damning phrase by the addition of the words: - 

... 
inasmuch as he appears to have taken an active Personal Part in the proceedings 

which his duty only required him to observe, and to have carried Concealment and 
Deceit into the intercourse of private life... 

(Select Committee Report, 1833, p. 2) 

The Committee appears to be accepting here that the observation of the proceedings of 

the NUPWC constituted the legitimate performance of Popay's duty. However, whilst covert 

observations at meetings was acceptable, carrying on this activity outside the meetings with 

the people who attended them was not. The criticism was also further softened by the 

Committee's opinion that: - 
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... he was not influenced by any malignity of disposition, but by a mistaken view of his 

instructions, and a misjudging zeal in the Execution of them... 

(Select Committee Report, 1833, p. 2) 

The second resolution was certainly aimed at the Metropolitan Police Commissioners 

and Popay's Superintendent but may also have been directed towards the Home Office and 
the Home Secretary himself. - 

.... sufficient caution was not always exercised by those to whom Popay's Reports 

were submitted in checking the occasional diffuseness of their contents, and in 

warning him against having recourse to undue means for supplying them. 

(Select Committee Report, 1833, p. 2) 

Once more, there is no condemnation here of the principle of carrying out covert 

observations at public political meetings, merely of the loose way that the Committee felt it 

was overseen and controlled. The concept remained unchallenged as long as it did not involve 

"undue means". 

In the third and final resolution, the last few lines relating to the "Employment of Spies" 

are often advanced as the essence of the whole Committee report and consequently, a 

misleading impression can be created. Various researchers (Prothero, 193 1, Ascoli, 1979) have 

laid emphasis on these latter words, using them as an indication of the resistance of society to 

the use of police as "spies" and then extrapolating this argument to include the use of police 

officers in plain clothes under any circumstances. The full resolution reads: - 

That it is the opinion of this Committee, that with respect to the occasional 

employment of Policemen in plain clothes, the system, as laid down by the heads of 
the Police Department, affords no just matter of complaint, while strictly confined to 
detect Breaches of the Law and to prevent Breaches of the Peace, should these 

ends appear otherwise unattainable; at the same time the Committee would strongly 
urge the most cautious maintenance of those limits, and solemnly deprecate any 
approach to the Employment of Spies, in the ordinary acceptance of the term, as a 
practice most abhorrent to the feelings of the People, and most alien to the spirit of 
the Constitution. 

(Select Committee Report, 1833, p. 2) 
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It is therefore apparent that focusing on the last few lines in order to draw overall 

conclusions that indicate the hostility of the Committee to the use of police officers to carry 

out this type of task may cause confusion. On the contrary, the first few lines seem to 

indicate that the Committee believed the use of plain clothes officers in this context was 

justified. Additionally, the Committee would therefore "solemnly deprecate" the situation that 

would arise if this guideline was overstepped. They did not deprecate the system as it then 

existed, their criticism lay with the way that Popay had extended it in a direction that they did 

want it to go. It was a firm warning to the Commissioners as to how they were expected to 

conduct in their Force any future operation of this type. 

Political Policing Methodology in the Aftermath of the Pow case 

The eventual fate of the unlucky Popay was dismissal from the Metropolitan Police, 

yet Cobbett considered that he had escaped "unpunished" (Knight, 1984, p. 154). Palmers' 

conclusion that "The Popay incident helped to delay for a decade the establishment of a detective department 

within the Metropolitan Police" (Palmer, 1988, p. 312) is questionable. There must have been other 

factors at work or a detective department could have been established at any time during the 

five years previous to the date of the Select Committee (1). Further more, officers were not 

barred from working in plain clothes in order to detect and apprehend offenders nor was their 

use as gatherers of political intelligence in connection with potential public disorder 

condemned by the Committee. 

There is also some evidence that, as far as information gathering in connection with 

political matters was concerned, it was "business as usual" in the Metropolitan Police after 

the relevant Select Committees had published their reports in 1833. On August 10th, 1839 

Mayne issued the following instruction to his Superintendents: - 
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Superintendents to gain the necessary information of the political meetings as far as 

can possibly be ascertained, but not to allow P. C. s (as ordered on former occasions) to 

go into private meetings. 

(Metropolitan Police Order Book, August IOth, 1839, quoted in Mather, 

1959, p. 194) 

The restriction outlined only applied to private meetings, i. e. ones not open to any 

member of the public to attend. It did not apply to public meetings where presumably they 

could and would be used in plain clothes. This subtle but crucial distinction seems to indicate 

that the strictures of the Select Committee were being followed and that systematic 

intelligence gathering activities continued. 

However, the control of these activities was further reinforced in December, 1845 

when Divisional Superintendents were forbidden to use any of their men exclusively on plain 

clothes duties. If they were used in plain clothes at political meetings, the circumstances must 

be exceptional and their conduct should not include any play acting to deceive the public 

(Metropolitan Police records cited in Mather, 1959). In other words, they were reminded of 

the ground rules that Popay had breached some twelve years previously. A year later, officers 

on such duties were specifically required to identify themselves to anyone who inquired or 

interfered with them in the execution of their duties (Reith, 1956). There appears little doubt 

that they continued to be used in this role as two of them were violently ejected from a lecture 

given by Samuel Kydd, a Chartist, at the Milton Street Theatre, London on July 12th, 1848 

(Metropolitan Police records, cited in Mather, 1959). 

Forces other than the Metropolitan Police went beyond the use of plain clothes 

officers as covert observers, even after the Select Committee had reported on the Popay case. 

They had little qualms about using them covertly to infiltrate political groups by posing as 

members, the very method that had led to the sacking of Popay. In July 1840, PC James 
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Barnett of the Birmingham Police, with official sanction, infiltrated the Chartist movement 

(Porter, 1989). He too was exposed in a similar manner to Popay and ended up the victim of 

petty internal politics between his Superintendent and the Chief Constable of the Birmingham 

Force (Mather, 1959). Superintendent Redin, of the Liverpool Police, infiltrated the Irish 

Repeal Club in 1848 by becoming a member. This was done to glean information concerning 

the use of members' money to purchase arms and their involvement in the study of street 

warfare (Head Constable of Liverpool's Report, cited in Mather, 1959). 

In another instance, the Metropolitan Police seem to have been abiding by their 

internal "watch and tell only" stricture as on September 10th, 1843, the Irish nationalist 

politician Daniel O'Connell held a meeting at Loughrea which was attended by up to 150 000 

people (Kee, 1972). During it, he made several light hearted quips about plain clothes officers 

taking notes. He then exposed an English "journalist" present there as a London police officer, 

apparently sent to Ireland for this specific purpose. No harm befell him but the situation 

changed some six weeks later when O'Connell was arrested. Fearing for his life, the officer 

returned to London (Palmer, 1988). 

The impact of plain clothes officers on policing public order events, particularly those 

of a political nature where violence was apprehened, was such that their effectiveness could 

not be ignored. Plain clothes officers were used tactically as a body in this role on June 4th, 

1848 at Bonners Fields when they were required to give early warning of disorder to the large 

body of uniform officers who were concealed in a nearby church (Mather, 1959). Within forty 

years, the intelligence gathering role of plain clothes officers at public order events was firmly 

established and officially recognised. A Metropolitan Police Order of 1871, under the heading 

of "Proposed Meeting in Hyde Park to protest Against the Brutality of the Irish Executive" gave the 

numbers and dispositions of the officers involved in policing it. The final sentence reads: - 
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Reports to be sent by telegraph to Commissioner from time to time, and the 

Superintendent of the Detective Branch is to arrange observation being kept, and 
report of proceedings being made. 

(Metropolitan Police Orders, Saturday, August 12th, 1871) 

In conclusion, the Popay case can be seen in a more positive light than heretofore. It 

should not be viewed as Parliamentary censure of the Metropolitan Police but as an 

endorsement of their innovative approach to one aspect of a particular problem: what is the 

best method of finding out about potential politically motivated public disorder before it 

occurs? It can therefore be seen as the first documented attempt by a police force to approach 

the gathering of political information and intelligence in a systemised way. It is the foundation 

on which much of today's police operational methodology is based, particularly in the fields 

of serious crime and terrorism (2). 

Refugees, Revolutions, Risings and Restructuring: Political Policing of 1881 

If the history of nearly forty years of political policing can be encapsulated within a 

few pages of one document, it is surely in the Metropolitan Police "Register of Police" for the 

years 1850 and 1851. It contains entries on two men who were to exert a profound influence 

on the legitimisation and acceptance of police work in this field at a crucial time in its' 

development. 

The first entry of importance in the "Register of Police" shows that on May 13th, 1850 

Adolphus Frederick Williamson, age 22 years, of Hammersmith, Middlesex and previously a 

clerk, became a police officer. Williamson, the son of a Metropolitan Police Superintendent, 

was to play a pivotal role in both the Fenian campaign of the late 1860's and the 

Skirmisher/Clan na Gael attacks of the 1880's, rising from Sergeant in the Detective 

Department (Metropolitan Police Orders, March 15th, 1852) to become the first Chief 
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Constable (CID) in 1886 (Metropolitan Police Orders, April 8th, 1886). Porter (1989) 

indicates that Williamson worked under Sanders and several facts give credence to Williamson 

showing an interest in this aspect of policing. He could speak French and in later years started 

to learn German, becoming known at Scotland Yard as the specialist in extradition cases and 

naturalisation enquiries (Lansdowne, 1890; Cobb, 1956). 

The next step in developing the methods and techniques of political policing were 

taken not as a result of any perceived threat to this country or public order by its usual 

inhabitants but as a consequence of an influx of political refugees fleeing from upheaval on the 

continent of Europe. Whilst the "Young Ireland" rebellion also occurred during 1848, thus 

setting in train events that would climax in 1867, of more immediate concern to the detectives 

was the aftermath of a bloodless revolution that had occurred in France. King Louis Philippe 

and his most prominent supporters were initiallyforced to flee to the United Kingdom. 

However, when the revolution was finally put down in 1851, he returned to France whilst a 

flood of defeated "republican" refugees then left, many of them too ending up in this country. 

It is within this area of foreign refugees and their politics that one detective in particular made 

his mark. 

The second entry of significance in the "Register of Police" shows that on January 20th, 

1851, John Hitchens Sanders, age 27 years, of Charlton, Kent and previously employed as a 

clerk, had given up his job and joined the Metropolitan Police (Metropolitan Police Register 

of Police, 1851). The importance of Sanders in the continuing development of political 

policing is that for several years, until his death from apoplexy on August 26th, 1859 

(Metropolitan Police Orders, August 27th, 1859), he was the government's most reliable 

source of intelligence and analysis concerning the French refugee community in this country. 

Sanders had been submitting reports to the government on them since at least 1849, 

although there is no evidence to clarify whether he joined the police in order to facilitate this 
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(Porter, 1989). He was promoted to Sergeant in November, 1851 (Smith, 1985) and it must 

have been after this date that he joined the relatively new Detective Department, established 

in 1842 and staffed only by Inspectors and Sergeants. By January1856 he was an Inspector 

with one or two men as his "staff'. A radical newspaper of the time referred to it as the 

"foreign branch" but it appears to have had no formal title (Porter, 1989). 

This would fit in with later evidence which shows that each detective officer tended to 

have a specialism and to take on particular cases relating to it (Littlechild, 1894). For example, 

Littlechild specialised in ".... coach office swindlers and.... long firm frauds. " (Littlechild, 1894, p. 66) 

and as late as 1878 Chief Superintendent Adolphus Williamson was able to tell the Home 

Office Commission of Enquiry that ".... for all specialities he keeps special men.... " (Report of the 

Departmental Commission to Enquire into the State, Discipline and Organization of the 

Detective Force of the Metropolitan Police, 1878, p. 19, paras. 541-544). There is no doubt of 

where the specialism of Sanders lay. 

The Impact of John Hitchen Sanders 

Contrary to the blithe assertion of The Times newspaper that ".... we neither know nor care 

who are living in this metropolis.... " ( The Times, February 25th, 1852, p. 5, quoted in Porter, 

1979, p. 114), the arrival in Britain in 1848 of refugees from continental Europe as a result of 

revolutionary turmoil produced an acknowledgement by the Metropolitan Police that these 

matters were of legitimate concern. Whether they were instructed by government or whether 

government became aware of the refugees through police reporting is not clear. A series of 

reports from various officers on the fact of the arrival of the refugees were submitted by a 
Superintendent Evans of Thames Division and an Inspector Haynes. The detective 

department then became involved, probably on the orders of Mayne, and Inspector Shackell 

(the ex-Bow Street Runner who has previously been mentioned in connection with 
investigations into Chartists) produced a series of reports on specific refugees (1848, MEPO 

2/43, BJP). 

In 1849, the fact that a meeting was held by "Red Republican.... foreigners" was noted in a 
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report to the Home Office by a uniform Sergeant and on both July 10th and on July 13th, the 

arrival of several of noteable refugees was confirmed directly to the Foreign Office by 

Inspector Charles Field (1849, FO 27/858, BJP). He also reported that Sergeants Thornton 

and Whicher had subsequently traced them to "Oliver's French Hotel, 37 Finsbury Square" 

(F027/858, BJP). It is therefore apparent that the refugees and their activities were of interest 

to the police and that they were taking active steps to increase their information on who they 

were and what political activities they may have been involved in. 

Field again reported directly to the Foreign Office on two occasions in October 1849 

(October 4th and 20th, 1849, FO27/859, BJP). His reports reveal two things: that this 

information was from coming a well placed source and that the source was willing to pass his 

knowledge on to a member of the detective department. The contents ranged from recent 

events in Switzerland to internal diagreements and the fact that a correspondence had 

developed between a Louis Blanc and a ".... Mr Cooper the Chartist Lecturer.... " (October 4th, 

FO27/859, BJP). However, of particular interest is a letter enclosed by Field with his report 

of October 20th and dated October 19th, 1849. Its significance is that it appears to be the 

earliest known intelligence and information received by the Metropolitan Police from John 

Hitchen Sanders :- 

According to promise I beg to send you a few lines. 

Of the 86 departements the R. R. have 60 for them. You may therefore see 

whether the Socialists are gaining ground in France. No wonder Caussidiere 

wishes to [illegible] his return soon to France (with all the others). 
I have seen a letter which also informs that after the trial, they intend to have a 

Revolution to overthrow the present Government. 
1 shall most likely see you on Sunday at your house, in haste for 1 am writing this in the 

same room (Hith them) 

(Sanders to Field, October 19th, 1849, F027/859, BJP) 

The letter is of more interest today for the inferrences that can be made concerning 

matters other than the information it supplied directly. Firstly, it was not the first contact 
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between Field and Sanders (... According to promise). Secondly, the relationship between them 

was such that Sanders knew were Field lived and Field was prepared to meet him there. 

Finally, Sanders was able to move in the right circles. He was not merely overhearing and 

relaying second-hand gossip (... I have seen a letter). 

The type of information that he was able to supply was undoubtedly of interest to the 

Government and in 1850 Sanders was regularly submitting reports to the Foreign Office 

(F027/887, BJP). His committment to his task was admirable and on May 10th, he stated 

".... I have attended several of their private meetings and in fact I have been in their company every day this 

month. " (Sanders to Field, ibid. ). He did not focus exclusively on the French refugees, although 

his sources there seem to have been by far the most comprehensive. He was also able to pass 

on comment and assessments of the activities of Italian and German political refugees. His 

talents were fully harnessed by the government the following year when he joined the 

Metropolitan Police. 

Sanders career as a police officer was an exceptional one, rising from Police Constable 

in January 1851 to "Detective J. Sanders" by November 1 st 1851 (Sanders to Mayne, HO 45/OS 

3518, BJP). Advancement in the Force was generally slow and dependent on both merit and 

seniority. Additionally, the detective department at the time, and for several years after his 

arrival, was staffed exclusively by Sergeants and Inspectors. He may well have been the right 

man in the right place at the right time as the year 1851 saw the Great Exhibition staged in 

Hyde Park, an event which drew not only many visitors from the United Kingdom but from 

continental Europe and further abroad as well (Porter, 1979). 

Sanders did not operate as a lone figure in the Metropolitan Police. Inspector Charles 

Field continued to produce intelligence reports on various aspects of the refugees, particularly 

the French ones, and on their activities e. g. whether a shipment of arms from Liege to Nantes 

was ultimately destined for Jersey. Field concluded that Jersey was part of a cover story and 
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that they would ultimately go to Italy (Field to Mayne, forwarded to Home Office, January 

18th, 1851, FO 27/918, BJP). He probably oversaw all his activities and was the officer who 

received directly the reports from Sanders before re-submitting them, usually to the 

Commissioner himself, Richard Mayne e. g. "PC Sanders begs to report that he has enquired into Wm. 

Henry Ashhurst, Wm. Shaen and Wm. Strudincke.... They appear to be respectably connected, and form the 

commission of the Mazzini Italian Loan. " (Field to Home Office, February 12th, 1851, HO 45/3720, 

BJP). 

By November of that year, Sanders was reporting directly to the Commissioner 

(Sanders to Mayne, November 1st, 1851, HO 45/OS 3518, BJP). In this first case, the topic 

was an allegation of conspiracy levelled at a so-called "Democratic Committee", a charge that 

Sanders assessed to be groundless. His investigation appears to have been a thorough one, 

involving the use of proven techniques such as the house being ".... constantly kept under my 

observation.... " and watching their private meetings ".... as often as circumstances will permit.... ". 

Sanders was not under-employed in his role, reporting in January 1852 that "... three meetings of 

Foreign Refugees have taken place since my last Report.... " (Sanders to Home Office, January 25th, 

1852, HO 45/4302, BJP). Two of these concerned the French, including a banquet to celebrate 

the 1848 revolution and which ended at 3am, and one that was a meeting of German refugees. 

In terms of sheer numbers, the German refugees in London far outnumbered those of 

French origin, one thousand one hundred and fifty as opposed to three hundred and fifty 

(Sanders to Mayne, March 4th, 1852, MEPO 2/43, BJP). They too were of concern to the 

police and through them, the government. In August 1851, Mayne sent two general reports on 

German refugees to the Home Office which included details of addresses given to meetings, 

conversations held and their expressed desire to have nothing to do with Marx and Engels 

".... knowing them to be violent and intriguing men.... " (Mayne to Home Office, August 5th and 

August 16th, HO 45/OS 3518, BJP). 

It is not unreasonable to assume that Sanders had a hand in their compilation, even if it 
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cannot categorically be stated that he was the sole author as other officers also reported on the 

refugees e. g. in Sanders absence in Jersey between August and October 1852, a "Sergeant 

J. Brinley (sic)" submitted four reports to Mayne covering the Italians, French, germans and 

Hungarians as well as the activities of individuals such as Mazzini and the alleged acquisition 

of firearms. (Brinley (sic) to Home Office, August 10th, 14th, 16th, 17th, 1852, HO 45/OS 

4302, BJP). 

Sanders later reports on the situation amongst the French refugees in Jersey also 

encompassed the Germans ".... I have made careful enquiry respecting the German refugee named "Willich" 

who is supposed to be training the Refugees in military tactics.... " (Sanders to Mayne, June 11th, 1852, 

HO 45/OS 4302, BJP) and again in 1854 "... The Poles have been observed.... The Germans are very 

quiet.... " (Sanders to Mayne, January 10th, 1854, HO 45/OS 5635, BJP). However, there is no 

doubt that Sanders main area of operation during his career with the Detective Department of 

the Metropolitan Police was among the French refugee community and in the early 1850s, 

particularly those that had settled on Jersey in the Channel Islands. 

Porter (1979, p. 151-165) deals in detail with the activities of the refugees as revealed 

by the reports submitted by Sanders and other sources. However, the focus of this thesis is a 

different one, encompassing the evolution of operational methodology in the field of political 

policing and Sanders made a substantial contribution to this. An examination of the reports 

that he submitted either reveal directly how he carried out his task or allow inferences to be 

drawn. 

Sanders attended the meetings that they held (both public and private) and must have 

been a keen listener and, when the opportunity arose, an astute questioner. Above all, many 

of them must have trusted him and did so when it must have been apparent who he was 

ultimately working for. This assumption can be made on the basis that it was Sanders who 

was given the responsibility for ensuring that any of the Jersey refugees that took up the 
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governments' offer of a free passage to America and a cash bonus actually made it on board 

the ship. On the whole they took up this offer voluntarily, although perhaps a little 

unwillingly in some cases (Porter, 1979, p. 161). Given their political background and generally 

hostile feelings towards authority, Sanders appears to have been very successful. 

Many of his reports have the "feel" of first hand knowledge. In order to achieve this 

depth of coverage and insight, he may have used some form of cover story to explain his 

presence or, perhaps a little unlikely, he may have resorted to disguise. This type of covert 

activity is known to have been employed by the police around this time, foe example, in 1853 

an officer posed as a removal man in order to examine the belongings of Kossuth, a leading 

light in the Hungarian revolutionary movement (Porter, 1979, p. 153). Sander's himself, in 

1858, employed the ruse of claiming to have a message to deliver in order to gain access to the 

lodgings of Orsini, a self-confessed anarchis who had killed eight innocent by-standers and 

injured one hundred and fifty more the week before in his abortive attempt to assassinate the 

French Emperor (Porter, 1979, p. 35). Whether activities such as these were "highly improper" 

and involved "lies and subterfuge" (Porter, p. 153) or whether they were a ruse de guerre that 

was justified and proportional in all the circumstances is a difficult judgement to make today. 

As well as his individual covert activity, Sanders also made use of his own informants. 

This would have enabled him to extend his coverage in terms of time and geographical spread. 

One man can only achieve so much, particularly as he had to find the time to write his often 

long reports back to London. He was confident enough, perhaps over-confident, in the access 

that he had gained to report back to Mayne in 1855 ".... I have however to [sic] many friends in the 

Refugees and nothing can now take place here without my knowing it. " (Sanders to Mayne, October 5th 

1855, HO 45/ OS 6188, BJP). His intimate knowledge enabled him to quickly put into 

perspective rumours and reports that reached the government from other sources, as his 

comments concerning an article in the Times illustrate: - 
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.... The three men arrested in Paris cannot have proofs that Ledru Rollin is an accomplice, nor 

can they have any respecting Mazzini, for I know positively that they never write; their 

communns. in political questions are verbal. 

(Sanders to Hammond, Under Secretary, Home Office, July 23rd, 

1857, FO 519/186 ff. 166-7, BJP). 

The final weapon in Sander's armoury was the interception of postal communications. 

This technique has a long history and indeed, the establishment of the government monopoly 

on the post was to facilitate the examination of treasonable or dangerous correspondence, a 

right set out in the preamble to Cromwell's Postage Act of 1657 ".... [it is] the best means to 

discover and prevent many dangerous and wicked designs against the Commonwealth by inspection of 

correspondence.... " (Troup, 1925, p. 109). Its use against Mazzini in 1844 caused an uproar, 

although both the Parliamentary Committees set up to enquire into the incident found that the 

power had been correctly exercised and that it ought to continue (Troup, 1925, p. 110). 

In 1853, Sanders appears to have set up a system whereby he would receive notice of 

any letters sent between two individuals and he then asked the Governor of Jersey to make 

the necessary arrangement with the Post Office for them to be seized. Whether this actually 

occurred or not is unknown as the Governor then wrote to the Home Office to query if this 

could be done in Jersey and if so, who would authorise it (Governor of Jersey to Home 

Office, October 24th, 1853, HO 99/10 ff. 15, BJP). 

A year later, in connection with a government initiated enquiry into an alleged Russian 

spy, Sanders once more made arrangements with the local postmaster who undertook to note 

down the addresses on letters which the suspect sent to Russia (Sanders to Metropolitan 

Police, October 4th, 1854, HO 45/OS 5684, BJP). The Home Secretary was fully aware of 

this action and made no mention of giving his authority to carry it out, thus it is probable that 

the requirement for the Home Secretary's approval related to ascertaining the contents of 

sealed mail and not an examination of the outside to see where it was going. If this was the 

171 



case, then the use of this technique by the detectives may well have been quite common. 

Porter characterises the European perception of the effectiveness of Sanders and his 

fellow Detectives in the following words :- 

.... European governments could not have been greatly satisfied or impressed with the 

intelligence they got from the British Police in the 1850s, which was not very often 
forthcoming, and when it was, was not often the kind of information they wanted. They 
did better to rely on their own sources, which were more numerous, more skilled at this 
kind of work, more able to recognise a conspirator when they saw him and more willing 
to provide the kinds of answers the continental governments wanted, than were 
Detective Sergeant Sanders and his foreign department at Scotland Yard. 

(Porter, 1979, p. 160) 

A plausible explanation to refute this generalised opinion can be constructed. Firstly, 

the police were responsible for gathering relevant information and intelligence and forwarding 

it to the government, either through the Home Office or directly to the Foreign Office. Its 

onward transmission (or not) to the government of a foreign country was the responsibility of 

the government, not the police. Obviously, if the British government did not forward a police 

report to a foreign government, then in turn they could not disseminate it to their own police 

forces and in these circumstances, the false premise that the British police had no intelligence 

or would not part with it if they had could take root and flourish. It cannot therefore be 

inferred from the complaints of foreign governments and their police forces that the British 

police actually did not possess any intelligence or information. The issue may not have been 

one of intelligence gathering or its dissemination to the UK government but may well be one of 

what happened to it from that point onwards (see later on in this Chapter where the same 

issue arose in 1871 in connection with the Communards). 

Secondly, an ability to single out an apparent conspirator coupled with a willingness 
tell your government what it wants to hear are dangerous attributes in any person. This is 
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even more true in a detective involved in political policing. It is greatly to the credit of Sanders 

and the other officers that their low key, objective and dispassionate approach, coupled with 

their unhesitating committment to say that a plot did not exist or that allegations against 
individuals were untrue when they could find no evidence to support them, meant that the 

British Government had a more accurate and realistic view of events on the ground than did 

their continental counter-parts. They evidently thought so, as evinced by the comments of the 

Foreign Secretary to the Ambassador in Paris: - 

.... 
I enclose a secret report [of Sander's, dated July 7th, 1857] about the doings of the 

Refugees here and the man who makes it is worth all the French police agents and 

spies put together... .1 am sure we can rely on the accuracy of any statements he 
furnishes.... You might ask.... for some of the proofs wch. they sat they have of 

conspiracy agst. the Emp's life existing here.... 

(Clarendon to Cowley, July 12th, 1857, 
Cowley Papers FO 519/176 ff. 11-14, BJP) 

With the untimely death of Sanders in 1859, a window onto the operational 

methodology of political policing closed. Whilst it was opened, it had revealed that changed 

had occurred since the days of Popay. As well as the use of a police officer in a covert role at 

public meetings continuing to be a major tactic, there is documented evidence to show that this 

probably now extended to private meetings as well and that no-one in authority had any 

qualms about it. On a balance of probability, this was because, by using Sanders, it was 

possible to do it, rather than first establishing as a matter of policy the requirement that it be 

done. Once more, informants were used and whilst intercepting letters had occurred for many 

years, this appears to be the first time when the police rather than government directly sought 

to become involved in it. 

There then followed a brief period when political policing no longer made the headlines 

or generated large amounts of correspondence between the Metropolitan Police and the Home 
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Office. It was not to last and throughout the early 1860s the focus gradually shifted once more 

from international affairs to those concerning somewhere closer to home - Ireland. 

The Fenian Activity of 1867 and the Role of the Detectives 

The Detective Department of the Metropolitan Police was kept extremely busy by the 

momentous events of 1867. Fortuitously, in March of that year, as part of an overall increase 

in pay across the Force, the opportunity had been taken to introduce the rank of Chief 

Inspector at the head of the Department (Metropolitan Police Orders, March 29th, 1867). Its 

first incumbent was Adolphus Frederick Williamson, newly promoted to "Chief Inspector of the 

Detective Force" (Metropolitan Police Orders, April 18th, 1867). He had already been involved 

in Fenian matters as in1866 he was sent to Liverpool to investigate the smuggling of rifles to 

Ireland (Quinlivan and Rose, 1982). In a very short time he was to earn the extra fifty pounds 

a year that the added responsibilities brought him as, for the first time, the endemic, politically 

motivated violence directed at the British presence in Ireland manifested itself on the 

mainland. 

He had a short period of grace before the events in Manchester relating to the arrest of 

Kelly and Deasey occurred in September, 1867. The Department was involved in the 

identification to the local court of Kelly and Deasey as leaders of the Fenian Brotherhood 

following their arrest (Quinlivan and Rose, 1982). The manhunt for the pair also involved the 

wider Metropolitan Police. On September 23rd, a photograph of Kelly was circulated to each 

Division, one of the earliest uses of such a technique (Metropolitan Police Orders, September 

23rd, 1867). However, by October, it seemed to be accepted that Kelly and Deasey were gone 

and the Force withdrew the extra officers it had posted to the London railway stations to look 

for the pair (Metropolitan Police Orders, October 29th, 1867). 

The dust had barely settled from these events when the Fenians and their activities in 
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London took centre stage. On November 20th, a member of the Detective Department, 

Inspector James Thomson, arrested Richard O'Sullivan Burke, a leading procurer of arms for 

the Fenian Brotherhood, and his aide-de-camp, Joseph Casey (Short, 1979). This act earned 

Thomson a ten pound gratuity from the Commissioner of the Metropolitan Police 

(Metropolitan Police Orders, December 9th, 1867). He would have had little opportunity to 

spend it before the events which led to the Clerkenwell Explosion occurred. 

The Detective Department had been augmented by a further Inspector and three 

Sergeants on November 29th (Metropolitan Police Orders, November 29th, 1867) and, in the 

aftermath of the Clerkenwell explosion of December 13th, 1867, the Metropolitan Police also 

started to increase apace its counter measures against the Fenians. During the early months of 

1868 gunsmiths and firearms dealers were visited and warned to take stringent security 

precautions with all their weapons (Metropolitan Police Orders, January 4th, 1868), whilst 

instructions on how to deal with nitro-glycerine and to extinguish the incendiary mixture 

popularly known as "Greek Fire" were circulated to all Divisions (Metropolitan Police Orders, 

January 28th, 1867). The Metropolitan Police also introduced, for the first time, the 

photographing of "noted prisoners" who came into their custody. This instruction specifically 

included all Fenian prisoners (Metropolitan Police Orders, April 3rd, 1868). 

Official recognition of the Detective Department's involvement with the Fenians came 

in November 1868 when a gratuity of one hundred and sixty pounds was authorised to be 

paid to thirteen members of the Department "on account of duties performed beyond the Metropolitan 

District in connection with the Fenian Conspiracy". The officers nominated were Chief Inspector 

Williamson, Inspectors Thomson and Clarke, Sergeants Palmer, Langley, Mulvaney, Shore, 

Druscovich, Sunnerway, Sayer, Meiklejohn, Davey and PC Campbell (Metropolitan Police 

Orders, November 7th, 1868). 

Irrespective of the more general failure of both the Metropolitan Police and the 
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Manchester City police force to capitalise on the pre-emptive intelligence that they received, 

the Detective Department had good cause to consider it had performed well. Without their 

efforts, Kelly and Deasey may not have been identified and hence released from custody at 

the court. Burke, their main arms procurer, would not have been arrested, neither would Casey 

and Clouseret. Whether the release of Kelly and non-arrest of Burke would have saved the 

lives of Sergeant Brett, Allan, Larkin and O'Brien, the twelve victims of the Clerkenwell 

Explosion and Michael Barratt is a matter for philosophical conjecture rather than historical 

analysis. 

The Detectives, should they have had a mind to, had thirteen years to ponder on it 

before extreme Irish nationalism, this time in a new and more challenging guise, arrived as a 

central factor in their working lives. However, much else was to occur first, particularly in 

relation as to how they were organised and the kind of work that they undertook. 

The Re-organisation of the Detectives. 1868 to 1878 

The Home Office were not slow in establishing a Committee to examine the workings 

of the Detective Department. Whilst this Committee acknowledged that within the Detective 

Department ".... their constitution scarcely adapts them to cope with conspiracies and secret combinations. " 

(Report of the Home Office Departmental Committee into the Metropolitan Police, 1868, 

p. 21) paradoxically, it appears to have not considered the issue further or to have made any 

direct recommendations as to how this state of affairs could be remedied. It made three main 

recommendations; that the detectives should form a separate body of men from the 

"preventative police", that the route to detective status should be via duties as a Divisionally 

based plain clothes officer and that detectives should be paid at a higher rate than their 

Uniform equivalent (Report, ibid. p. 21). 

In May, 1869, the central "Detective Branch" was augmented by one Superintendent 
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(Adolphus Williamson was promoted to fill this post), two Chief Inspectors (Inspector James 

Thomson was now promoted) and nine Sergeants. A plain clothes allowance and a daily 

allowance for travelling expenses was also instigated (Metropolitan Police Orders, May 15th, 

1869). Two months later, in July, the first one hundred and fifty eight Divisional Detectives 

were also appointed (Metropolitan Police Orders, July 27th, 1869). 

This structure remained unchanged for the next ten years when it was swept away by 

the recommendations of a Home Office Departmental Commission that directly led to the 

formation of the Metropolitan Police Criminal Investigation Department (CID) (Report of the 

Departmental Commission to Enquire into the State, Discipline and Organization of the 

Detective Force of the Metropolitan Police, 1878). The Commission was set up by the Home 

Secretary, Richard Cross, a decision that was probably influenced by the trial in October 1877 

at the Central Criminal Court of four of the fifteen detectives from the central Detective 

Branch. 

It was alleged that they had taken bribes from two criminals, William Kurr and Harry 

Benson, who were involved in an off-course betting scam. Two Chief Inspectors, Palmer and 

Druscovitch, were found guilty whilst a third, Clarke was found not guilty. Inspector 

Meiklejohn was also found guilty (Dilnot, 1928). 

On November 23rd, 1878, the Commission began its work. Its remit was to examine: - 

1. The original and existing state of the Detective organization. 
2. The defects, as shown in its working and results. 
3. The suggestions made for its improvement. 

(Report of the Departmental Commission to Enquire into the State, 

Discipline and Organization of the Detective Force of the 

Metropolitan Police, 1878, p. 1) 

Evidence was taken from various witnesses, nearly all of them police officers who 
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varied in rank from Sergeant to Chief Constable. Four of them are germane to the development 

of political policing. Three of these were from the Metropolitan Police; Superintendent 

Adolphus Williamson of the Detective Department, Superintendent James Thomson of "E 

Division" (the former detective who had played a prominent role in the events of 1867) and 

Sergeant John Littlechild, who would become the head of the first "Special Branch" formed in 

1887. The fourth individual was Superintendent James Mallon, head of "G Division", the 

Detective Department of the Dublin Metropolitan Police and who would lead the 

investigation into the Phoenix Park murders in 1882 and extreme Irish nationalist activity 

thereafter (Minutes of Evidence, 1878, ibid. ). 

In terms of the purely criminal enquiries undertaken by the detectives, the Commission 

found that the greatest fault in the current system was the jealousy that it engendered between 

the Central and Divisional Detectives who "... worked as separate Forces [and] never co-operate 
properlyin the detection of crime. " (Report, ibid. p. 38). Their conclusion was unequivocal: - 

.... that in their opinion the present division of detective power has 

utterly failed in leading to a proper detection of crime, or in supervising those who 
live by it.... the first condition of any improvement is the abolition of the divisional 

detective system started in 1879 and the establishment of a united and distinct force, 
for that particular branch of police work. 

(Report, ibid. p. 50-51) 

Its main structural recommendation was that a single Criminal Investigation 

Department be set up under the command of an Assistant Commissioner. On Monday, April 

8th, 1878, the CID officially came into being (Metropolitan Police Orders, April 6th, 1878). 

They were to come under the command of a new post, soon filled by the appointment of 

Howard Vincent, that of "Director of Criminal Investigations". Their de facto head was the newly 

promoted Chief Superintendent Williamson and the role of the detective staff at Scotland Yard 

had already been set out as undertaking ".... all cases coming under the extradition treaties, naturalisation 
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enquiries, investigations for Governments and private individuals and upon all cases of a serious nature specially 

placed in their hands. " (Memorandum, Henderson to the Secretary of State, March 25th, 1878, 

MEPO2/ 134). 

The evidence that had been given to the Commission concentrated almost entirely on 

the mainstream role and duties of the detectives in connection with crime, although there were 

one or two references to the Fenians e. g. a comment from the Chief Constable of Liverpool, 

Major Greig, that he found no jealousy between his men and the London detectives during 

their work together against the Fenians and Williamson's comments (in response to questions 

from Colonel Fielding) that the system that required the police of the larger towns to report 

directly to him on Fenian matters that came to their attention had proved a success. However, 

there is one other particular thread that is of relevance to political policing. 

Sergeant J. H. Lambert of the Metropolitan Police Detective Department stated in his 

evidence that the work of the Scotland Yard detectives was divided into two distinct types, 

ordinary crime and foreign cases (Lambert was a direct recruit to the Detective Department 

from the Russian railways). Williamson stated that he only had one set of men who dealt with 

".... particular crimes .... 
[that is] extradition cases. We have a certain set of men for them. That is almost a 

necessity from the fact that they must speak other languages. " (Minutes of Evidence, ibid, p. 18). The 

Chief Constable of Bristol, Mr E. Coathupe, suggested that this work should be separated 

from detective duties and undertaken by men recruited from within the greater Force and 

attached to Headquarters to carry it out (Minutes of Evidence, ibid, p. xiii). The Commission 

agreed with this idea and put it forward as one of their recommendations. However, a 

handwritten note, initialed "J. M. " (James Mono? ) and located in the margin of the Report 

opposite the recommendation states "[illegible]is done, but they are not [illegible]distinct from the 

general detective body. " (Report, ibid. p. 51). 

Certain conclusions may be drawn from this. Firstly, that there was a particular need 

for the employment of detectives with foreign language skills and secondly, that they were 
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viewed as being "different" to the other detectives. Whilst their defined role may have been to 

deal with extradition cases, there is evidence that the gathering of intelligence from within the 

refugees communities in London had not gone into abeyance with the death of Sanders and 

consequently, detectives who were fluent in languages would have been of great use in this 

context. 

The Operational Role of the Detectives. 1868 to 1881 

The outline of how the detectives were organised (and re-organised) in the years 

leading up to the extreme Irish nationalist bomb attacks of the 1880s has now been outlined. 

The next issue that must be addressed is to try and determine what exactly they did during 

these years. This is not easy as evidence is sparse but enough exists to determine that, as far 

as political policing is concerned, two main concerns predominated, Ireland and European 

revolutionaries. 

The year 1871 saw the rise and bloody fall of the Paris Commune and, like the events 

of 1848 in Ireland, it generated a wave of refugees. However, unlike Ireland, a large number of 

them sought sanctuary in Britain. The French authorities were concerned about the activities 

of these so-called Communards and were extremely keen to monitor their activities. In June 

1871, the Home Secretary, Bruce, offered to supply the French charge d'affaires, Gavard, 

with details of prominent Communards in London and indeed did so. Six weeks later Gavard 

was able to tell his government that the police had them under close surveillance (Martinez, 

1981, p. 423). 

Whilst the police surveillance may have merited this description, the way that the 

Home Office and Ministers dealt with the intelligence gleaned by the police was far from 

efficient. As a consequence, Bruce felt the need to apologise to Gladstone for the patchy 

nature of the information that he was able to provide him with on the refugees, claiming that: - 
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.... the subject appears to have been treated throughout as one of mainly passing interest, and 

such reports have sometimes been returned to the police officer, and not infrequently thrown 

aside, or placed in the Private Sec[retar]y's unregistered papers. 

(Bruce to Gladstone, August 31st, 1871, Gladstone papers, 
MS. 44617, cited in Martinez, 1981, p. 453) 

This was unequivocally a failure by government to deal with effectively the 

intelligence that the police had successful obtained and forwarded to them. It does not 

therefore follow, as claimed by Martinez, that ".... surveillance [was] exercised on a rather haphazard 

basis. " (Martinez, ibid. p. 426). Consequently, this fault did not lie with police operational 

methodology. 

A similiar misunderstanding of police methodology occurs in connection with the 

detectives who sought to attend meetings held by Communist refugees in public houses. Two 

reports by Superintendent Williamson detail how he was accosted and expelled from meetings 

(May 24th and June 15th, 1872, HO 45/9303/11335, BJP). However, it can be argued that 

this did not indicate that police surveillance was "less efficient" (Porter, 1987, p. 209) or that 

"Detectives.. .. were easily identified and expelled from refugee assemblies. " (Martinez, 1981, p. 427). The 

reports have three things in common; the meetings were being held in public houses, the 

highest ranking detective in London attended them all and the fact that they were considered 

by their author as linked "... I replied as on a former occasion.... " (Williamson, June 15th, 1872, 

H045/9303/11335, BJP). It is possible to put a different interpretation upon both of these 

two incidents. 

Martinez claims that during 1871 publicans in London had been warned that ".... if they 

allowed their premises to be used for republican meetings, they would lose their licences. " (Martinez, ibid. 

p. 424). It is plausible that Williamson was not there to covertly gather intelligence, which 

would have been a difficult task, even as a French speaker, but he may have been there to 
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gather evidence that a Communist meeting was occuring in order that action could later be 

taken against the landlord. If this was the case, it would account for why the meetings were 

those held in public houses, why the presence of a senior police officer was required (as it 

involved potential proceedings against licenced premises) and why the incidents needed to be 

the subject of written reports. If this was the case, then his actions cannot be viewed as a 

failure in covert intelligence gathering. 

Sufficient doubt exists to at least question the robustness of the "ineffective 

surveillance" argument. Indeed, if the detectives or their informants had not been effective, 

then Bruce would not have been in a position to forward information to Gavrand or to make 

his confession to Gladstone that police reports had not been properly dealt with by the Home 

Office. 

By the end of the 1870s, the activities of the Communards and their alleged links to the 

International Working Mans Association (IWMA), formed by Karl Marx and Frederick 

Engels were of less pressing interest to the detectives and the Government (see Appendix A 

for an outline of the interactions between the IWMA and Fenianism). However, the IWMA 

itself was still causing concern to foreign governments and in June, 1878, the Foreign Office, at 

the request of the German Ambassador, contacted the Home Office. They requested that 

"... one or two detectives, who know the Members of the International, may be sent at once to Berlin with 

instructions to remain there during the Congress. " (Foreign Office to Home Office, June 12th, 1878, 

FO 64/926, BJP). 

This task was carried out by the detectives and the fact that they were employed 

abroad seemed to concern no-one. However, a few months later, the British government saw 

things in a different light when it involved their use in London to carry out intelligence 

gathering activities on behalf of a foreign government. The government concerned was the 

Russian one and the request raised some concerns for the Commissioner of the Metropolitan 

Police: - 
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The question of the Employment of the Metn. Police in watching foreign refugees is a 
very difficult one and requires great caution in handling it..... no system of espionage 
can be carried on here without its very soon becoming known, with what results the 
Secretary of State can easily forsee. " 

(Memorandum, Henderson to Home Office, 

October 15th, 1878, HO 45/9473/A60556, BJP) 

These doubts were echoed by Lushington, the Home Under Secretary, who raised the 

spectre of a refugee, identified to the Russians by the British police, being arrested and shot 

the moment they set foot on their own soil. He was also concerned that it might open the 

floodgates to similar requests from other countries and that the Russians should be advised 

that they "..... can do it for themselves just as well as we can do it for them (just as we do it with the Fenians 

in the U. S. ): there is nothing to prevent them watching their refugees here.. " (Lushington to Cross, 

October 15th, 1878, HO 45/9473/A60556, BJP). 

No such qualms overtook the government or the police where extreme Irish nationalism 

was concerned. The events of 1867, when looked at in the cold light of day, were a series of 

failures for the Fenian movement. The uprising in Ireland had been crushed, their most 

experienced and dynamic leader, Kelly, had been captured and then forced to flee after his 

subsequent rescue; Allen, Larkin and O'Brien had been hanged and Burke remained in prison. 

As a consequence of the bungled attempted rescue by the "Schismatic London Directory" 

(0' Broin, 1971), Fenianism stood condemned in the eyes of the world. 

To add to the woes of the Fenian Brotherhood, the Supreme Council of the Irish 

Republic, in effect the Irish Revolutionary Brotherhood (IRB), issued in June 1868 a "Message 

to the Irish People" (O'Broin, 1976). In it, they blamed the failure of the rising on the Fenian 

Brotherhood, stated that whilst the events in Manchester were justified by the Law of 

Nations, the Clerkenwell explosion was not and finished by announcing a formal rupture of 
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relations between the Fenian Brotherhood and the IRB. The rift in the extreme Irish nationalist 

movement was to last until 1876. 

However, at the time of the Fenian Brotherhood's annual convention, held in 

Philadelphia in December 1868, there was a renewed feeling of optimism. It was 

acknowledged that the Clerkenwell explosion had been a mistake but by now it was also seen 

as instrumental in provoking Gladstone into saying that its effect was "to bring the Irish question 

within the range of practical politics" (Le Caron, 1894, p. 71). In later years, others were to attribute 

this remark, along with the Phoenix Park murders in 1882, as the main contributory factors in 

the renewal of attacks by extreme Irish nationalists on the British mainland (Sweeney, 1904). 

During June of the fateful year of 1867, William Roberts, leader of the Senate Wing of 

the Fenian Brotherhood, attempted to further displace O'Mahony by laying claim to the 

leadership of the Fenians in Britain (O'Broin, 1971). In that month, he established a European 

HQ, based in Paris, and sent envoys to Britain to try and unite both branches of the Fenian 

Brotherhood. By now, the British Fenians were "disunited, demoralised and short of funds" (Ryan, 

1937, p. 191). Little progress was made with the exception of north west England, where a 

convention was called for late July and early August. At this convention, Roberts was 

confirmed as the Chief Executive of the Irish Republican Brotherhood, Stephen's old post. 

A plan was also put forward to form in America a "Clan na Gael" which would 

include members of both wings of the Fenian Brotherhood (O'Broin, 1971). It is probable that 

this was the seed from which grew the Clan na Gael organisation, also known as the "United 

Irishmen", which was to figure prominently in the minds of police officers and politicians 

alike during the 1880s. 

Its exact progression to a fully fledged, oath-bound secret society which drew heavily 

on Masonic ritual is, not surprisingly, somewhat obscure. However, what is not in doubt is 

that by 1873 the Clan was well established (Le Caron, 1894) and that its policy of physical 
force to establish Irish nationhood would influence its strategy, tactics and actions over the 
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next twenty years. 
The Fenian Brotherhood was riven by factionalism and in effect, its active days were 

over. The Irish Republican Brotherhood (having substituted the word Republican for 

Revolutionary in their title) also underwent a reorganisation (Kee, 1972). It remained totally 

opposed to Parliamentary action to achieve its aims but as an organisation, nearly 50 years 

would pass before it would make its decisive mark on history during by staging the Easter 

Rising on April 24th, 1916. The ability to strike militarily at Britain would, in the immediate 

future, lie mainly in the hands of Clan na Gael but it needed the talents of John Devoy, who 

joined it in 1874, and many more years of revolutionary work before its supporters would see 

any specific results. 

Whilst there was to be no uprising in Ireland itself, the Fenian attempts to foment and 

supply one continued to come to the notice of the authorities. On April 1st, 1870, on the 

arrival in Dublin of the Holyhead steamer S. S. Windsor "the detective police" seized a quantity of 

breech loading rifles, packed into American flour barrels. All were addressed to "different persons 

residing in the west of Ireland" (North Wales Chronicle, April 9th, 1870). A second steamer, 

S. S. Countess of Erne, arriving earlier in the day, had yielded a cask containing revolvers and 

ammunition (Illustrated London News, April 16th, 1870). Once more, their destination was to 

have been the west of Ireland. 

Lord Spencer, the Chief Secretary for Ireland, was in no doubt as to the potential for 

Fenianism to resurect itself when he wrote in 1871: - 

It was essentially necessary during Fenian times to have a special branch of the [Law 

Department] Office to register all that passed. It worked remarkably well. Even now, 

when Fenianism is much less formidable, it seems to me of great importance to keep 

an eye on it..... The organisation, as you know, still exists, arms are brought (sic) in 

larger numbers than we know of. 

(Spencer to Hartington, April 25th, 1871, 

cited in Gordon (1982), p. 92- 93, BJP) 
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In Britain, by 1874, four Fenians were held in gaol, with a further fourteen in Ireland 

itself (Official Returns, as given in reply to a motion in the House of Commons, 1874). They 

were Michael Davitt (supplying arms), John Wilson (supplying arms), Edward Shore and 
Patrick Melody ( both accessories to the murder of Sergeant Brett in Manchester during 

1867). During April 1876, Dion Boucicault, the Franco-Irish author of popular plays such as 
"The Shaughraun " and "The Colleen Bawn " (Stephen and Lee, 1917) publicised the plight of 
Irish nationalist prisoners in Irish and British gaols by paying to have a list of their names 

printed on a poster and pasted onto the walls and lamp-posts of London (Metropolitan Police 

report, April 22nd, 1876). 

The year 1875 saw the beginning of the collaboration in America between two 

maverick figures of the extreme Irish nationalist movement. It was to culminate in January 

1881 with the first extreme Irish nationalist related explosion in Britain since Clerkenwell. One 

of the leading voices of Fenianism, although not a member of the Fenian Brotherhood, IRB or 
Clan na Gael, was the owner of the Irish World newspaper, Patrick Ford. He had been 

advancing for some while the concept of "skirmishers" who could strike at Britain anywhere in 

the world (Short, 1979). On October 10th, 1874 he wrote in the Irish World :- 

We want some band of men to pioneer the way - sometimes to skirmish, sometimes to 

act as a forlorn hope, sometimes to give martyrs and confessors... There must be 

action and preparation before a revolution, and some little skirmishing, too, before the 

general battle comes on, and there must be some body of Irishmen specifically 
devoted to this work.... 

(Ford quoted in Short, 1979, p. 34) 

Nearly a year later, on December 4th 1875, the Irish World stated: - 

The Irish cause requires Skirmishers. It requires a little band of heroes who will initiate 

and keep up without intermission a guerrilla warfare - men who will fly over land and sea 
like invisible beings - now striking the enemy in Ireland, now in India, now in England 
itself, as occasion may present. 

(Ford quoted in Short, 1979, p. 38) 
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One man with whom the concept struck a chord was Jeremiah O'Donovan Rossa, an 

early member of the IRB and now exiled in America as a condition of his release from a British 

jail in January 1871 (Rossa, 1991). He sent a letter to the Irish World proposing the 

establishment of a "Skirmishing Fund" to finance such attacks (Short, 1979). Ford supported 

the idea and by March 1876, $23 350 had been collected (Le Caron, 1894). 

Needless to say, the existence of this money led to a corrosive internal feud, 

particularly when it became known that it had all been transferred by 1877 to Clan na Gael 

(Le Caron, 1894). On the death of O"Mahony in February 1877, Rossa assumed control of 

the Fenian Brotherhood but his headstrong methods and ideas soon alienated him from that 

body. 

He remained a trustee of the Fund but objected strongly when it was renamed the 

National Fund by Clan na Gael and its trustees declared that it would be used not for 

skirmishers but to attack Britain by overt military means whilst her attentions were distracted 

by a foreign war (Short, 1979). At the time, tension between Britain and Russia was high and 

in pursuit of the Mitchel doctrine of "England's trouble is Ireland's opportunity" (Kee, 1972), Clan 

na Gael had expended considerable efforts in establishing contacts with the Russian 

government (Le Caron, 1894) (3). If war was to break out between the two countries, then 

Clan na Gael wanted to be in a position to exploit in accordance with the principles of its 

National Fund. 

Rossa had a different set of principles and the final split with him came when the Clan 

na Gael, supported by the Irish World, apparently suspended their physical force policy to 

assist the efforts of the Irish MP, Charles Stewart Parnell. He proposed a "New Departure" for 

Irish politics, thus turning away from the use of violence to secure Irish freedom and instead 

" concentrating on a strategy of constitutional methods to bring about the repeal of the Act of 

Union (Kee, 1994). An embittered Rossa, aided by a group of like-minded men, was 
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determined to adhere to the original concept of the skirmishers and by1880, his plans and 

finances were taking shape. 

Apparently unknown to Rossa, Clan na Gael was in fact operating on two levels. A 

Revolutionary Directory consisting of three members each from Clan na Gael and the IRB, 

with one additional member selected by all six, had been established (O'Broin, 1976). It was 

well advanced in preparing its own covert operation; a dynamite campaign in Britain itself. 

Perhaps the origins of the "twin track" or "Armalite and the ballot box" strategy pursued by the 

IRA until recently may well have its roots here (McCrystal, 1993, p. 93) 

In his biography he re-iterated the question first raised by Daniel O'Connell at Cork in 

1843 and then provided his own thoughts on how it should be answered: - 

How many fires would blaze in the manufactories of England? The manufactories did 

not blaze then to any great extent. I hope they will soon and keep blazing till England 
is convinced that she will lose more than she can gain by holding Ireland. 

(Rossa, 1991, p. 295) 

Commencing in 1881, Rossa began to convert his aims into reality and consequently, 

his activities posed a severe challenge to the police forces of mainland Britain. 

Extreme Irish Nationalism and the Police Response: 1881 to 1887 

At 5.20pm on January 14th, 1881, an explosion occurred at Salford Infantry Barracks, 

Manchester, not far from where Allan, Larkin and O'Brien had been hanged thirteen years 

before. A bomb had been placed in the ventilating shaft in an external wall and the resulting 

explosion destroyed a butchers shed and a rope factory, killing a seven year old boy and 

injuring three other people (Short, 1979). 

The Chief Constable of Salford had no doubt about the perpetrators or their motive 

and wrote perceptively: - 
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.... 
I beg to say that in my opinion the persons who committed the offence on Friday last 

had no intention to seize arms or make any further attack on the Barracks, but the Act 

was one of wanton mischief perpetrated for the purpose of intimidation and likely to be 

repeated in this or other similiar districts where it is known that numbers of so-called 
Fenians, Land Leaguers, Home Rulers and the like reside. 

(William Marshall to Home Office, January 17th, 1881 

HO 144/75/A1586F, BJP) 

Rossa and the Skirmishers had launched their much heralded campaign of action with 

the first ever bomb attack in Britain designed to bring about political change in Ireland through 

the use of violence. (For a full list of attacks and the main police activity associated with 

them, see Appendix C). 

A pattern of attacks which included symbolic targets or on significant dates or 

anniversaries was established which continues to this day e. g. the dissident republican bomb 

attack against the Post Office in Hendon, London on Easter Saturday, 2001 echoes the 

commencement in April 1916 of the Easter Rising with its seizure of the General Post Office 

in Dublin. 

Arguably, it was the attack in Salford in 1881 that initiated the fundamental aims and 

operational objectives of the global phenomenon that is described today as "terrorism". 

Narodnya Volya had used the tactic of the bomb attack to try to assasinate the Tsar and other 

prominent individuals, a concept continued by the anarchist movement in France, Spain and 

elsewhere. However, it was the physical force movement of Irish nationalism that was the 

first to take the quantum leap from the use of assasination as the sole tactic of terror, to the 

general use of terror against both the state and its population. 

The attacks that they perpetrated were not purely against persons of high rank or 

senior functionaries of the establishment but occured at symbolic locations or were targeted 

against the transport infrastructure. Innocent casualties were at least acceptable in such 
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actions and in several of the attacks it is difficult to see what objective they may have had 

other than to terrorise e. g. explosive devices placed in railway station left-luggage offices 

(1884) and the Tower of London (1885). The message to the British government, delivered 

through the "propaganda of the deed" was clear and unequivocal. 

From the initiation of the campaign with the explosion of the Salford bomb until the 

unsuccessful "Jubilee Plot" of 1887, a series of attacks and attempted attacks were perpetrated 

by extreme Irish nationalist groups in London, Liverpool and Glasgow. All involved the use of 

improvised explosive devices, detonated by the various types of mechanical timing 

mechanisms which gave them their name of "infernal machines". Many contained the 

powerful new explosive invented by Nobel and known as "Dynamite". No longer was it 

necessary for the bomber to approach close enough to their target to throw the explosives and 

then hope to make an escape. Now they could be deposited hours in advance of their 

detonation, thus ensuring the certainty of immediate escape. 

The difficulties facing the detectives, particularly those of the Metropolitan Police, 

were formidable. Firstly, the attacks were unprecedented. No country in the world had faced 

this threat to its citizens before. Whilst there had been a massive bomb explosion at 

Clerkenwell in1867, linked to extreme Irish nationalism, it had been almost accidental in its 

impact. The objective in using explosive was to blow down the prison wall to effective the 

release of Richard Burke, not to kill or injure innocent people. That these deaths and injuries 

had occured was due to a combination of stupidity and recklessness on the part the bombers. 

It was terrorism by accident, not terrorism by design. 

This time things were different. The bombs were planted as part of an overall strategy 

which called for a continous series of attacks using explosives. The science of forensics barely 

existed and hence few, if any clues could be gained by the detectives from the scene of an 

attack Indeed, Colonel Vivien Majendie, the Home Office Inspector of Explosives (Short, 

1979), had to conduct a series of experiments in old ships and buildings in order: - 
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to supplement our existing information as to the effects upon masonry structures, and 

the interior of ships, of such charges of Dynamite or kindred explosives as would be 

likely to be maliciously employed to produce injury to property (whether in an "infernal 

machine" or otherwise), the measure of such charges being taken roughly at what 

could be conveniently carried secretly by a single individual. 

(Majendie to Home Office, September 1881 

HO 144/84/A7266B, BJP) 

There was also a significant gap in the legislative framework within which the 

detectives had to operate. The Explosives Act of 1875 was designed only ".... to control the 

manufacture, keeping, sale, conveyance and importation of explosives for legitimate purposes. " (Thomson, 

1941, p. vi). This lacuna was addressed by the passage of new legislation, the Explosives 

Substances Act, 1883. Its object was ".... to enable the law to deal more effectively with the criminal use 

of explosives for injuring persons or property. " (Thomson, 1941, p. vi). 

The second problematic area for the Metropolitan Police detectives was the bombers 

themselves. The attacks were occuring in England and Scotland in order to force the British 

government to withdraw from Ireland. However, the bombers themselves, their main logistic 

and financial support, came from the United States of America, three thousand miles away on 

the other side of the Atlantic Ocean. It was here that the planning, preparations and 

technological development that underpinned the campaign was centred and here that its 

leaders were based. These factors presented the detectives with formidable difficulties to 

overcome and they were compounded by the ability of the extremists to operate within a 

broadly sympathetic Irish and Irish-American population. 

Finally, the detectives faced the equivalent of a war on two fronts as three separate 

extreme nationalist organisations, operating independently or in a coalition, were involved in 

mounting the attacks. The first wave, from January 1881 to August 1883, when the last 

arrests were made in Glasgow, was instigated by the "Skirmishers" of O'Donovan Rossa and 
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Patrick Ford. In October 1883, the first attack was carried out using the resources of Clan na 

Gael and the Irish Republican Brotherhood and guided by their combined Revolutionary 

Directory (O'Broin, 1976). They continued to occur until June 1887, effectively ending with 

the detective's disruption of the Jubilee Plot. 

The detective's need for pre-emptive intelligence was paramount and yet the obstacles 

to achieving it were numerous. The three groups involved were at least mutually suspicious of 

each other and whilst the relationship between Clan na Gael and the IRB was a working one, 

there was mutual open hostility between them and Rossa. Consequently, informants were 

needed in both camps if a full picture was to be obtained. Despite the presence of Henri Le 

Caron in Clan na Gael, who fed his information to his handler in London, Robert Anderson, 

this fact alone presented the detectives witha problem that was insurmountable in the short 

term and challenging on a longer time scale. 

Within the Metropolitan Police, apart from the Chief Constable of the newly created 

Criminal Investigation Department (CID), Adolphus Williamson, there was no organisational 

link to 1867 and its aftermath. At that time, all the main events and principal personalities 

involved were contained on the British mainland. Now, in order to secure the safety of 

London, the Metropolitan Police detectives needed to operate nationally. There were a 

plethora of local forces to deal with, most of whom, apart from the larger municipal ones such 

as Manchester and Liverpool, had no detectives of their own and hence who could not offer 

any them assistance. In addition, they needed to enlist the help of police forces and law 

enforcement agencies on an international basis, in the USA and continental Europe. 

Set in this context, the detectives made enormous strides in countering the bombers. To 

do this, they applied the methods that they had developed over the years to detect and arrest 

criminals, such as physical surveillance and the use of informants. Both the Metropolitan 

Police Central CID and Divisional CID were involved. From this baseline, they began to 
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develop innovative new tactics involving systematic covert and overt intelligence gathering, 

national and international liaison with other police forces and border controls at ports 

throughout the UK and Europe. Their usual case by case philosophy had changed 

dramatically and for the first time, a holistic approach to the gathering of evidence and 

intelligence became a necessity. 

The initial response of the British government to the first mainland bomb was swift, 

perhaps as a result of warnings already sent to Harcourt from the USA that attacks were to be 

expected (Porter, 1987) and the views of the Chief Constable of Salford. On January 23rd, 

Harcourt, the Home Secretary, wrote to Vincent and told him to set aside his other work to 

"devote himself exclusively for the next month to Irish and Anglo-Irish business" (Porter, 1987, p. 41). 

However, from a police operational perspective, the new upsurge in extreme Irish 

nationalist activity did not take them completely by suprise. The CID were already carrying 

out the task of monitoring sources of potential political violence, particulary the Anarchists 

and extreme Irish nationalists. Williamson had tasked Littlechild in 1880 with making extreme 

Irish nationalism his particular speciality and subsequently referred all relevant matters to him 

(Littlechild, 1894). 

Another contemporary source, Patrick McIntyre claimed that: - 

When the political department was first started in `83 one officer was attending to all 

the duties in connection with Fenianism, Anarchism and all the other numerous 
"isms". That was Inspector Von Tornow - known among his confreres as "Old Joe". He 
had sole charge of all special business. 

(Reynold's Newspaper, April 14th, 1895, p. 4) 

Two general concepts emerge from these facts. Firstly, that the CID was making some 

efforts to monitor potential "political crime", including Fenianism, from at least 1880 onwards 

and secondly, specific individuals had the responsibility of carrying out the task. 
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The Metropolitan Police Chief Constable's Register also offers some supporting 

evidence for the role of Von Tornow. Within the Register are not infrequent entries concerning 

an Inspector Von Tornow "submitting the antecedents" or other details of named anarchists. 

Whether this is the relevant Von Tornow is unclear as the death of an Inspector Von Tornow 

of `A' Division was reported in the Metropolitan Police Orders of December 9th, 1886, 

apparently some two years before the Register was commenced. 

As well as the Central CID, the locally based, Divisional CID also played an important 

role in evidential investigations and intelligence gathering. Indeed, as the following example 

shows, it was the actions of Divisional Detective Inspector Abberline which led to the arrest 

of a suspect for the bomb attack at the Tower of London on January 24th, 1885: - 

When I arrived at the Tower of London immediately after the explosion I found the 

gates closed and several hundred people detained there, and it was myself who 
suggested that every person detained should be interviewed before leaving which 
Supt. Arnold approved and we fixed up a table and writing materials outside the Police 
Office in the Tower and an Inspector in uniform was told to write down the names and 

addresses of each person and anything I considered necessary they said in reply to 

my questions. 
It was by this means that I discovered the presence of Cunningham alias 
Gilbert through the hesitation in his replies and his general manner..... Up to that time 

we had absolutely no knowledge of the man whatever, it will there be seen that his 
detection there brought about his arrest and afterwards that of Burton his colleague 

who no doubt caused the explosion at the House of Parliament as both explosions 

occured the same day and about the same hour. 

(Frederick Abberline, annotated press cutting book, quoted in Begg 

and Skinner, 1992, p. 96 to 97) 

The arrest of Burton was made possible by information from a cab driver who had 

come forward with an address. Police Constable Roper of the City of London Police lodged at 

the same address as Cunningham and recognised him as the man he had seen with Burton two 

weeks earlier. Roper had previously reported Burton as a suspicious character and had been 

194 



ordered to follow him. The meeting with Cunningham was of great significance as it enabled a 

conspiracy to be proved and hence the activities of one became admissible in court as evidence 

against the other (Monro, 1903). 

Further painstaking enquiries enabled Burton to be linked evidentially to the bomb 

attack on Charing Cross and Victoria railway stations the previous year. In turn, Cunningham 

and Burton were traced back to a group of seven Irish-Americans who had arrived together at 

Southampton on the steamer "SS Donan" just prior to the attacks (Monro, 1903). Both were 

members of Clan na Gael (Short, 1979). 

Without the experience and expertise of officers such as Abberline, Roper and others, 

Burton and Cunningham would have remained at large to carry out further attacks. They were 

caught by "old fashioned" detective work, with no involvement from the Home Office "Secret 

Service" led by Edward Jenkinson. Events like these and his marginal impact on them may go 

some way to explaining Jenkinson's frequently voiced criticisms of the detectives. 

The evolution of the systems and structures used by the Central CID to counter the 

activities of Irish extremists from the start of their activities in January 1881 to the 

augmentation of the Department in 1883 specifically to deal with them is not clear. They may 

initially have been organised on an ad hoc basis or formally constituted as a "squad", variously 

known as the "Fenian Office" or "Irish Bureau". By 1888 the Commissioner, Charles Warren, 

was referring to them as the "Irish Branch" and making his feelings clear on how he viewed them 

as he tusselled over them yet again with Monro: - 

.... the Irish Branch which is really not part of the Police Force..... and that if any portion 

[of the Force] was to leave 22 Whitehall Place it should be those who were in the 
basement viz - the Irish Branch.... 

(Warren to Ruggles Brise, Home Office, May 16th, 
1888, MEPO 1/48, BJP) 

However, it is also possible that the immediate solution to the continuing attacks was 
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to use as many men from within the Scotland Yard based CID as were needed to pursue 

investigations as they developed, rather than a set number of them being formed into a 

particular, named squad. 

What is clear is that they were insufficient in number to detect and arrest the 

conspirators and hence their numbers were increased. On March 19th, 1883, a Police Order 

was issued authorising the appointment of an additional two Inspectors, two Sergeants and 

eight PC's to the CID at Central Office. All had been specifically selected because of their 

Irish Catholic background or upbringing and four were already Divisional CID officers. They 

became known colloquially as the "Irish Brigade" (McIntyre, Reynold's Newspaper, March 

24th, 1895, p. 5). More formally, they were Section b of the CID, and now formed the main 

thrust of the detective response against extreme Irish nationalist activities in Britain. 

For the next three years, the structure of the "political section" of the CID remained 

unchanged but on November 29th, 1886, a further section, Section c, was established 

(Metropolitan Police Orders, November 27th, 1886). This consisted of one Inspector, seven 

Sergeants and thirty one PC's who, under the control of Chief Constable Williamson, were 

posted to various ports on the British mainland and abroad to identify and intercept potential 

Irish extremists as they attempted to enter this country from abroad. They were 

predominantly uniform officers, recruited specifically for the job but the CID provided four of 

the seven Sergeants, including two (Melville and Thorpe) who, along with PC Regan, were 

part of the original "Irish Brigade". 

The final change to the Central CID occured in 1887, with the formation of Section d. 

Ultimately, it was to prove a far reaching concept. Firstly, it endured the test of time and still 

exists as an integral part of all the regular police forces of the UK and secondly, it was 

adopted throughout the world by many other countries. This new police organisation finally 

became known as Special Branch, a name still retained today. 
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Before continuing with the examination of the development of Special Branch, it is 

instructive to look at how the police and Home Office interacted in their mutual task of 

defeating the attacks of the extreme Irish nationalists during the 1880s. The interaction that 

occurred between three individuals, all of them at or near the top of their own organisations, 

had a direct bearing on how the policing of violent extremism was organised and carried out. 

Consequently, the working relationships (or lack of them) between the Home Secretary, the 

head of the Scotland Yard detectives and the Assistant Under Secretary for Police and Crime 

in Ireland are of great significance to an overall appreciation of the effectiveness of their 

respective roles and the organisation and resources at their command. 

Monro, Jenkinson and Harcourt: An Inevitable Discordance? 

The existence of the unpublished memoirs of James Monro, the Assistant 

Commissioner in charge of the C. I. D from June 1884 to August 1888 (Metropolitan Police 

Orders, 1884 and 1888), became public knowledge in 1985 and a brief extract from them was 

published in 1987 (Howells and Skinner, 1987). However, to date they do not appear to have 

been examined in the literature from the perspective of Monro's role as a key figure in the 

Irish extremist related events of 1884 to 1887. The opportunity will now be taken to do so, 

focusing particulary on the relationship between Monro, as Assistant Commissioner "Crime", 

Metropolitan Police and Edward Jenkinson, as head of the unofficial Home Office "Secret 

Service". 

Monro deals with it in several places in his unpublished memoirs and there is no doubt 

that it was characterised by mutually suspicion and hostility. He mentions it first in his initial 

letter to his children "I had to fight against the machinations of Mr Jenkinson..... " (p. 6) and he next 

returns to it in connection with his account of the activities of Llewellyn Hunter "... it took place 

after Mr Jenkinson had been defeated in his mischievious attempt to do police work in London. " (Morro, 
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1903, p. 28). 

Monro then explains his understanding of what Jenkinson's role was. Monro's main 

complaint was that Jenkinson unilaterally redefined the agreed and satisfactory working 

relationship between the Home Office "Secret Service" and the "Irish Bureau" of the 

Metropolitan Police C. I. D. Jenkinson did not confine himself to information gathering in 

London, passing it on to the police to decide how they could make the best use of it, but 

comprehensively trespassed on police responsibilities by unilaterally using the RIC stationed 

officers in London to act on information that he received without informing Monro of the 

information or his activities. Sir William Harcourt, the previous Secretary of State, had made it 

clear to Jenkinson that this activity must cease. 

However, Jenkinson continued to act independently and once more, Monro's men had 

caught him out (Monro, 1903, p. 28 - 39). Monro reveals that police investigations had 

discovered that Jenkinson employed as his "spymaster' a man called Llewellyn Hunter. 

Hunter, had recruited in turn several Irishmen to carry out covert observations on their 

countrymen in London. The matter was raised by the Commissioner, Sir Charles Warren with 

the incumbent Home Secretary (Childers). Warren made much of the fact that a warrant 

existed for the arrest of Hunter for perjury, arising out his alleged bigamous marriage. 

Jenkinson was also present at the meeting and very soon afterwards, Hunter aka Winter fled 

the country. Monro had no doubts that Jenkinson had informed him of the imminent police 

action. 

An interesting corollary to this tale is that it is corroborated by ex-Detective Sergeant 

Maclntyre in his series of articles in Reynold's Magazine. In the article of May 5th, 1895, 

Maclntyre reveals that some twenty men and two or three women were employed by a man 

called "winter", ostensibly as porters, but in reality for "... the tracing of the perpetrators of dynamite 

outrages. " Maclntyre goes on to state that: - 

198 



The men and women who were working for Jenkinson and Winter were paid good 
salaries, and all, or most of them, had joined the National League. Some were 
presidents of branches, other were secretaries, or held official positions of some sort 
in the League. Of course, they represented themselves as City clerks or as following 

a particular trade or calling. Meanwhile, some of them were set to watch the regular 
detectives of Scotland Yard... It was clear that an organised system on Continental 
lines, with mouchards etc. existed, and when the whole business had been sifted, it 

was a question of either Mr Jenkinson leaving or Mr Monro resigning. 

(McIntyre, Reynold's Newspaper, May 5th, 1895, p. 3) 

According to Maclntyre, this incident finally led to Jenkinson's departure from the 

Home Office. A search of the Chief Constables CID register reveals several references to 

"Winter" or "Llewellyn Winter", thus helping to underpin the accuracy of at least one aspect of 

Monro's and Maclntyre's respective accounts. 

Monro makes comments on other areas of Jenkinson's endeavours that he considers to 

be unsavoury. They range from the abuse of his position by stationing the RIC men in 

London without authority; not giving any information to Monro, or giving demonstrably false 

information, and fmally, claiming all the credit for the arrest and subsequent conviction of 
Burton. Monro is particularly scathing of Jenkinson's assertion that the witnesses in the case 

should be coached prior to their attendance at an identity parade. Maclntyre adds his own 

allegations that Jenkinsons' recruits constantly acted as agents provocateur, spreading money 
freely and trying to start plots and plans to justify their salaries. He even pays a compliment 
to the Irish National League: - 

I have often thought it over in my own mind and I sum it up this way... It is distinctly 

creditable to the young Irishmen in the League that they held themselves aloof from 

outrage when they were being egged on by men who only joined the league for the 

purposes of associating it with dynamite conspiracies and other criminality. 

(McIntyre, Reynolds Newspaper, May 5th, 1895, p. 3) 
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However, frustrating as he was, Jenkinson was not the sole source of Monro's 

anxieties at this time: - 

Throughout this case [Cunningham and Burton] he and Sir William Harcourt nearly 

drove me frantic. As the enquiry went on day by day the copies of statements of 

witnesses were, under Home Office direction, sent to the Secretary of State and he 

and Mr Jenkinson then proceeded to construct a case ... [They] wanted explanation of 
this and that circular which did not suit their view of the facts. The-calls for 

explanation... were absolutely uneccessary ... they had no business to [attempt] to 
direct a police enquiry instead of letting the responsible police officers do the (sic) 

duty. 

(Monro, 1903, p. 63) 

If Monro was being subject to this kind of pressure and interference, it is perhaps little 

wonder that he should contemplate resignation. Indeed, he records in his memoir that in the 

autumn of 1886 he even went as far as finding lodgings in Edinburgh in anticipation of this 

occuring. In the event, it was uneccessary. Childers, the Home Secretary, was replaced by 

Matthews and, after a three hour interview with Monro where Monro declined to work with 

Jenkinson anymore, Matthews resolved the issue: - 

Briefly, the end was, after a short time, that Mr Jenkinson was dismissed. He got a 

months notice and resigned, but everybody knew that the Under Secretary of State, 

Sir Godfrey Lushington, termed his resignation - dismissal. 

(Monro, 1903, p. 66) 

This categoric statement seems to settle the controversy over Jenkinson's fate. He 

unequivocally did not resign his position ".... probably in protest over the government's running down 

of the Sercret Service organisation because of a prolonged lull in Irish-American activity" (Short, 1979, 

p. 266). Monro did not leave the field entirely triumphant as Matthews prevailed on him to 

take over Jenkinson's work "in the public interest". Reluctantly, he agreed to: - 
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... act as Chief of the Secret Department as regards intelligence, and at the same 

time to retain my office as Asst. Commissioner. The new system thus inaugurated 
had many advantages... 

(Monro, 1903, p. 66) 

The memoirs of James Monro are interesting for several reasons. Firstly, they allow us 

to gain some insight into the thoughts and character of the man. Secondly, they provide 

primary source details of various events and police investigations into the activities of the 

American - Irish extremists. Finally, they corroborate generally several of the revelations of 

Patrick Maclntyre, a source who, up to now has been regarded as potentially suspect due to 

the unhappy circumstances of his departure from "Special" and the Metropolitan Police. 

Conversely, the corroboration of Monro by Maclntyre, particularly in the events and details 

that would be little known outside their own esoteric world are a strong indication that the 

Monro memoirs are genuine. 

Monro's memoirs give a previously unknown perspective on a period that saw the 

policing of extreme political dissent move from dealing with it on an intermittent, case by case 

basis to a permanent system of policing that was national in its scope. At the same time, an 

extraordinary battle for operational control of the efforts to counter extreme Irish nationalist 

activity in London was being fought. Its protagonists were the Home Secretary (Sir William 

Harcourt), the Assistant Commissioner of the CID (James Monro) and the Assistant Under 

Secretary for Police and Crime at Dublin Castle who was on extended loan to the Home Office 

(Edward Jenkinson). 

Why did the relationship between these three men, each central to the countries efforts 

to counter the attacks of extreme Irish nationalists, reach such a low ebb? At the heart of the 

answer to this question lies two elements, their personalities and the sytem that they tried to 
implement and operate. These are linked dynamically, not only did each of them have a 
different understanding of what the system was, their view also changed through time. In 

addition to this, their differing personalities precluded the flexibility that such a diffuse, ad hoc 
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arrangement required if it was to function effectively. The examination of this question must 
logically commence with Sir William Harcourt, the Secretary of State for the Home 

Department who initially set the main elements of the system in place. At first, Harcourt did 

little of a groundbreaking nature. His initial concerns surrounding the early attacks carried out 

by the "Skirmishers" of Rossa and Ford in 1881 were soon downgraded from alarm to 

contempt: - 
There was a time when I thought the matter really formidable but the more I learn of it 

the less it alarms me.... a very few miscreants who have nethier the resources nor the 

courage for great crimes. Their objective is to alarm rather than to hurt 
.... 

They have all 
the wickedness but none of the arts or the desperation of the nihilists. 

(Harcourt to Ponsonby, Secretary to the Queen, June 17th, 

1881, Harcourt Papers, Box 690, f. 214, BJP) 

However, he was shrewd enough in March 1883 to recognise that a re-assessment of 

his stance was required as it became apparent that the policy of armed attacks on Britain had 

also been adopted by two mainstream Fenian groups, Clan na Gael and the Irish 

Revolutionary Brotherhood, a development he saw as one whose "importance.... cannot be 

overestimated" (Memorandum marked "Secret", Harcourt to Cabinet members, March 3rd, 

1883, Harcourt Papers, box 97, ff. 22-23 (BJP)). He confided his thoughts on what might be 

done in the light of these circumstances to Lord Spencer, Chief Secretary for Ireland: - 

.... 
I am at work setting up an Irish Bureau in the Metropolitan Police of which Williamson 

is to be the head.... I have much difficulty with Anderson of the Home Office who has 

been too much accustomed to act on his own hook [sic] and who bottles up what little 

information he possesses - and it is mighty little - and fiddles about with the Irish Police 

in London. Now it is impossible to do any good with two forces working separately and 
independently.... I must have everything done through the Metropolitan Police and 
the Metropolitan Police alone and the others must only be subsidiary aids 

communicating all their knowledge to our Irish Bureau in London. I must have a clear 

understanding with Jenkinson on this point.... all communications from Dublin [that is, 

from Jenkinson] should pass at once to Williamson and not be sent either to Anderson 

or the Irish Police here. 

(Harcourt to Spencer, March 16th 1883 

Harcourt Papers, box 42, if. 30-32, BJP) 
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It is apparent from this that Harcourt had a clear idea of what systems and structures 

would be effective and how they should best operate. This impression is confirmed by a 

memorandum that he sent on the same day to the Prime Minister, William Gladstone. The 

topic is his opposition to the proposed London Government Bill and his belief in its adverse 

effect on countering extreme Irish nationalist attacks and he takes the opportunity to stress 
his recent work to develop: - 

.... a permanent inter-Police communication between Ireland and England for the 

purpose of establishing and preserving a permanent observation and control over the 
Fenian conspiracy which permeates all three kingdoms.... Fenianism is a permanent 

conspiracy against English rule which will last far beyond the term of my life and must 
be met by a permanent organisation to detect and control it.... the great error of past 
years has been to regard it in any other point of view and to relax precautions which are 
always essential even when overt danger seems to have passed away for the time. 

(Harcourt to Gladstone, March 16th, 1883 

Harcourt Papers, box 696, ff. 72-73, BJP) 

Sir William Harcourt therefore was perceptive enough to see that the key issues he needed to 

address were the improvement of the co-operation and co-ordination between the MP and the 

RIC, the establishment of a single focal point to achieve this and the need for such a system to 

continue to function on a permanent basis. His first formal step to achieve these ends came 

the day after he wrote his memoranda to Spencer and Gladstone. 

At his behest, Howard Vincent duly established an "Irish Bureau" at Scotland Yard, 

headed by Williamson and staffed by selected officers, along the lines already outlined. The 

RIC were to be instructed on a daily basis by Williamson whilst the onus was laid on him in 

turn to ".... personally report every fact of importance to the Secretary of State... " (Harcourt and Vincent 

joint memorandum, March 17th, 1883, Harcourt Papers, Box 101 ff. 5-6, BJP). Within a week, 

a discordant note could be ascertained. It came from Edward Jenkinson, the Assistant Under 

Secretary for Police and Crime based at Dublin Castle in Ireland. 

It is clear from Harcourt's correspondance that he was well aware of the role that 
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Jenkinson played in relation to Fenian matters e. g. Harcourt to Spencer, March 16th, 1883. 

Equally, Jenkinson had been personally briefed by Harcourt on the new system and this 

prompted a lengthy memorandum from him the following day setting out his own opinion on 
how it ought to operate. He was critical of the decision to put Williamson at the head of the 

system: - 

.... Mr Williamson's position and powers are not clearly defined. No fresh orders have 

been given to the Irish Police.... such operations should be directed by some officer 
acting under the immediate directions of the Secretary of State and not by a Police 

officer from Scotland Yard.... [the workload] would be impossible for him.... I would 
therefore most strongly urge the appointment of a competent officer to whom Mr 

Williamson would submit his reports and... . receive his instructions 
.... 

[the officer] would 
hold direct communication with Dublin Castle. 

(Jenkinson to Harcourt, March 22nd, 1883 

Harcourt papers, box 103, ff. 10-15, BJP) 

In essence, his unstated but obvious concern was that the RIC stationed on the 

mainland (London, Birmingham, Manchester, Liverpool, Holyhead and Glasgow) and who 

reported directly to Dublin Castle would report to and be directed by Williamson rather than 

himself. He tried to block this by citing Williamson as a weak link or, if this failed, by trying 

have an official appointed to the Home Office who would be his British equivalent and whom 

he could deal with at the political level. He failed to influence Harcourt on both counts. 

At first, matters appeared to going well. Jenkinson appeared to be co-operating with 

Williamson "If you kindly allow Williamson to work quietly in communication with me I think we may be 

able to find something out in time. " (Jenkinson to Harcourt, March 25th, 1883, Harcourt papers, 

box 103, if. 16-18, BJP) and once more, four days later "Please do not take any measures in London. 

Mr Williamson is working quietly and well and nothing more can be done there just now.... " (Jenkinson to 

Harcourt, March 29th, 1883, Harcourt papers, box 103, if. 19-25, BJP). Indeed, Harcourt was 

confident enough to tell the Queen that ".... this mischief is well in hand and that we have the enemy by 

the throat" (Harcourt to Queen, June 13th, 1883, Harcourt papers, box 691, £209, BJP). Whilst 
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this remark might have been tempting fate, no explosions had occurred since before the 

establishment of the Irish Bureau. Additionally, dynamite related arrests had been made in 

Liverpool (Deasy and Flanagan) and London (Gallagher and Whitehead team) whilst a bomb 

factory had been located and seized in Birmingham. 

On August 31 st, on the recommendation of Williamson but against that of the Nicholas 

Gosselin (recently appointed by the Home Office to carry out an intelligence gathering role 

outside London and concentrating on the north of England and Scotland), ten men were 

arrested for the earlier bomb attacks in Glasgow. Jenkinson was not pleased, particularly as he 

"knew nothing of the arrests till I read of them in the papers. I regret them.... " (Jenkinson to Harcourt, 

September 5th, 1883, Harcourt papers, box 103, f. 113, BJP). 

The particular concerns he cites in the memorandum are a lack of evidence (perhaps a 

difficult judgement to make from Dublin Castle? ), his informants might come under suspicion 

and the Secretary of State's consent had not been obtained prior to the action being taken 

(Jenkinson to Harcourt, ibid. ). The subtext of this latter point is surely that Jenkinson had not 

been consulted by the Secretary of State as to what his opinion of the proposed action might 

be. It can be argued that for an Assistant Under Secretary to send a memorandum of this 

nature to a Secretary of State (not even his own) showed questionable judgement, lack of 

political skills and an overblown concept of their own importance. It was but a foretaste of 

what was to come. Additionally, the arrests may show the first appearence of the tensions 

that must inevitably exist between the over-riding duty of the police for the safety of the 

public and the more detached position that can be taken when the prime focus is on "national 

security" (see Chapter Six for a fuller discussion on this point). 

In general however, matters continued on a relatively even keel, despite Harcourt being 

critical of Jenkinson for embroiling him in an attempt to deflect suspicion from one of his 

informers by having him arrested and quietly released again in Canada. It prompted him to 

write to Spencer, Jenkinson's chief. -- 
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I have today settled the McDermott business.... It was very near being a great scrape, 

as the processes of the law ought not to be employed for prosecutions which are not 

bona fide and our friends in their zeal are very apt to go slap dash into situations 

without looking sufficiently before they leap or thinking how they are to get out. 

(Harcourt to Spencer, September 10th, 1883 

Harcourt papers, box 42, ff. 122-3, BJP) 

Despite his criticism of Jenkinson, by March 1884 Harcourt was trying hard to secure 

agreement from Spencer for Jenkinson to work temporarily for him at the Home Office, 

particularly to organise ".... a more complete system of search at the ports for dynamite and dynamiters. " 

(Gordon (1982) citing Harcourt to Spencer, March 4th, 1884, p. 266). Spencer agreed but 

pointed out that if Jenkinson was to be effective, he must have an official post which defined 

his position. Harcourt was unable to agree: - 

It is quite impossible to give Jenkinson an official position here similiar to that which he 

holds in Ireland so as to give him nominal authority. That would require an Act of 
Parliament. But I am satisfied that I can give him all the substantial power he wants and 
[illegible] give him a blank cheque signed by me and that he can use my name with the 

Police and the Home Office as if it were his own. 

(Harcourt to Spencer, March 8th, 1884 

Harcourt papers, box 2, BJP) 

Crucially, with the exception of the official post, Harcourt also endorsed in full a 

memorandum submitted to him by Jenkinson in which he set out his understanding of what 

his new role must entail (Jenkinson to Harcourt, March 6th, 1884, HO 144/721/110 757, BJP) 

Jenkinson's requirements were numerous and detailed and, as the issue of why 

Jenkinson behaved in the way that he did towards Monro is rooted in his belief that he was 

carrying out the agreed wishes of Harcourt, they repay close examination. To be fair to 

Jenkinson, Harcourt was initially fully in agreement with all of them bar one (to be given an 
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official position at the Home Office). However, as the practical consequences of Jenkinson's 

actions began to become apparent, and when Harcourt realised that he had made promises that 

he was constitutionally unable to keep, he began to distance himself from Jenkinson and his 

actions. 

Firstly, Jenkinson's memorandum dealt with the continuation of his current role in 

Ireland; "The officer who holds the threads of what is going on in Ireland must also have access to all 

information obtained in England or coming to England from abroad. " They included keeping under his 

control the work of the ".... Secret or Special Branch of my office in Dublin. " and to continue to 

".... exercise control over, and to issue instructions to.... the Police in Ireland.... " He then turned his 

attention to the British mainland: - 

If the Home Secretary agrees, and puts me in this position, I should require as 

essential to the successful execution of my work, that, as regards work in England, I 

should be placed in exactly the same position to the Secretary of State, as I now 
occupy under Lord Spencer in Ireland. I should expect the Secretary of State to place 
trust and confidence in me, and to issue all his orders in this particular Branch of work 
through me. 
All reports either from Mr R. Anderson, Major Gosselin, Mr Williamson or from 

any of the local Police authorities in Great Britain, all information and all dispatches from 

the Foreign or other offices relating to Fenian organisations, or the operations or 

movements of Dynamiters would be sent direct to me and it would be my duty after 
issuing orders in matters of urgency or of ordinary detail to lay them before the 
Secretary of State, but, whenever possible, consulting him before taking any important 

step. 
In all ordinary matters I should have the power to issue orders in my own name 
without reference to the Secretary of State, it being my duty of course to submit all 

papers and matters of importance, as I do now to His Excellency in Dublin, with my 
opinion and suggestions for the orders of the Secretary of State. 

(Jenkinson to Harcourt, March 6th, 1884 
HO 144/721/110 757, BJP) 

For Harcourt, as Home Secretary, to agree to these operating parameters was 

extraordinary and this action sowed the seeds of discontent that were to bear fruit almost as 

soon as Jenkinson arrived in London two days later. There can be no doubt that Harcourt not 
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only agreed to Jenkinson's proposals but was fully aware of their implications. On March 8th 
he wrote to Liddell, the Attorney General: - 

.... 
it is my desire 

.... to place at his disposal under my name and upon his advice the 

resources of the Home Office and of the Metropolitan Police. 
I have seen today the Under Secretary, and the Assistant Under Secretary of this 
Department, and the Chiefs of the Metropolitan Police in the presence of Mr 
Jenkinson, and informed them that whilst Mr Jenkinson will consult me on all matters of 
importance they will take the proper steps to give effect to such measures as he may 
advise. 
I therefore confirm in substance the Memorandum of Mr Jenkison of the 6th instant, 

though it is not possible to carry it out exactly in the form he proposes of a regular 
official appointment... . no practical obstacle will be placed in the way of giving effect 
with promptness to such measures as he may deem necessary. 

(Harcourt to Liddell, March 8th, 1884 

H0144/721/110,757, BJP) 

There could now have been no doubt in Jenkinson's mind that he had been given the 

authority to command the resources of all the mainland police forces and that he was in day to 
day operational command of the entire counter-Fenian operation, be it in Ireland, Great 

Britain, the USA or anywhere else. His belief in his pre-eminent position was confirmed by 

his comment, made after the meeting with Harcourt and others on March 8th, that Harcourt 

had given him ".... full authority over all subordinate officers with whom I may have to work. " (Jenkinson 

to Spencer, March 8th, 1884, Spencer papers, Jenkinson box 1, BJP). A month later he once 

more made his understanding of his role clear, stating that: - 

If the notice gets abroad that I am to be placed in the Home Office over all the Police 
in England it may do, I think, great harm, and may set the local Police against me, and 

increase my difficulty. However, this is for Sir W. Harcourt to consider and I have written 
to him about it. 

(Jenkinson to Spencer, April 12th, 1884, 

Spencer papers, Jenkinson box 1, BJP) 
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'This was not an unwarranted extension by Jenkinson of the terms of reference agreed to by 

Harcourt. Harcourt had expressed his contentment with all of its elements except the 

requirement for an official position at the Home Office for Jenkinson. He must therefore bear 

the responsibility for much of the acrimony that flowed from his endorsement of Jenkinson's 

proposals. Whether Harcourt knew at this point that he was agreeing to constitutional matters 

that were not in his power to grant, particularly in respect of the Metropolitan Police, is 

unclear. If Jenkinson's proposals ignored the issues of constitution and Parliament both 

Harcourt and Liddell appear to have raised no objections at the time. 

However, a memorandum from Spencer earlier on the day that Jenkinson left Dublin 

for London should have given Harcourt pause for thought concerning these very issues. In it, 

he comments "Jenkinson, if unskilled in Parliamentary and constitutional useages, is very just, and as loyal 

as possible to his chiefs... . You can place complete confidence in his loyalty and straightforwardness. " 

(Spencer to Harcourt, March 7th, 1884, Harcourt papers, box 43, ff. 67-68, BJP). 

Within two months, a pattern began to emerge, with Jenkinson sending long 

memoranda to Spencer in which he rails against "Scotland Yard" in general and the Irish 

Bureau detectives and their head, Monro, in particular. A futher, consistent themes are the 

apparently low opinion in which Harcourt holds him and Jenkinson's perception that as he, 

and only he, is shouldering the whole investigative burden he would give it all up immediately 

if it were not for his sense of duty. 

This use of Spencer as both a sympathetic ear and as an alternative, influential channel 

to Harcourt gives an insight into Jenkinson's thoughts and feelings that are not as apparent in 

his person to person memoranda with his colleagues. Despite the difference in their political 

positions, Jenkinson frequentlyconfided in Spencer and appeared to do so almost as an equal. 
For example, in December 1884 he wrote to Spencer: - 

I have had to give Mr Monro and Mr Williamson a bit of my mind today. They have been 

working so very jealous lately, and were so dreadfully slow about moving Corydon and 
his family that I was obliged to speak. Of course, they feel very much hurt just now but I 
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hope it will [illegible] gone. I could not possibly hold my tongue any longer considering 
the position of responsibility in which Sir William Harcourt has placed me. It is dreadful 

having to work with such agents and at the same time to have no official position. 

(Jenkinson to Spencer, December 12th, 1884 

Spencer papers, Jenkinson Box 2, BJP) 

Three days later, he had toned down his views on Monro somewhat ".... Mr Monro is a 

good man in his way, but he has not much energy or originality and he leaves too much to Mr Williamson who 
is very slow and old fashioned. " (Jenkinson to Spencer, December 15th, 1884, Spencer papers, 

Jenkinson box 2, BJP) but very shortly afterwards, in a long missive to Spencer, Jenkinson 

was once more preoccupied with his previous thoughts: - 

.... nothing can be expected from the detectives. All depends on the information that 

I may obtain.... [Harcourt] was very quiet in his manner today, but I could see that he has 
lost whatever confidence or faith he had in me, and so I do not really know what to 
do.... Does your Excellency think that I am right in going on with the work? .... Personally 

I wish I was clear of it all. 

(Jenkinson to Spencer, December 17th, 1884 

Spencer papers, Jenkinson box 1, BJP) 

Matters appeared to have come to a head in May 1885 over the perennial issue of 

Jenkinson not informing Monro of what he knew of Fenian activity in London. Harcourt's 

patience finally ran out and he accused Jenkinson of jealousy, commenting that "You are like a 

dog with a bone who goes into a corner and growls at anyone who comes near him. " (Jenkinson to Spencer, 

May 21st, 1885, Spencer papers, Jenkinson box 2, BJP). Once more, Jenkinson echoed his 

complaint over his lack of an official position and his desire to resign. Nothing further seems 

to have come of it but almost immediately, Jenkinson was caught up in a ".... very transparent 

hoax and discreditable plant" which earned him a written rebuke from Harcourt as he had ".... failed 

to communicate all the information you possessed to the Met. Police who are responsible for life and property 

in London. " In future, he was to do so ".... at once and without reserve.... " (Harcourt to Jenkinson, 
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June 9th, 1885, Harcourt papers, box 728, ff. 291-2, BJP). 

True to form, Jenkinson confided in Spencer, making a revealing comment over what he 

thought he had been brought to London to achieve :- 

I was to re-organize the Detective Department at Scotland Yard, and I was to be responsible for 

every matter connected with Fenianism and Dynamite....! ought never to have come here 

except in an official position - but I was persuaded and did so against my better judgement. 

(Jenkinson to Spencer, June 17th, 1885, 

Spencer papers, Jenkinson box 2, BJP). 

If this was the aim that he was trying to pursue, there can be no doubt that a 

permanent battle with Monro, the head of the ultimate head of the Detective Department, was 

a foregone conclusion. 

At an acrimonious meeting between Harcourt, Williamson and Monro, Monro pressed 

his advantage and sought Jenkinson's agreement to operate within, to use Jenkinson's words, 

".... the lines which Sir William Harcourt originally laid down. " (Jenkinson to Spencer, June 20th, 

1885, Spencer papers, Jenkinson box 2, BJP). These "lines" appeared to be far less sweeping 

and favourable to Jenkinson than those which Harcourt apparently agreed to with Jenkinson 

in March 1884. Monro followed the meeting up by writing to Jenkinson: - 

I certainly did not understand that you had accepted the lines laid down by Sir W. 

Harcourt at our late interview. I am glad to hear from you that you do so. The lines as 

understood by me are these, that you are responsible for collecting all information from 

outside; that any information so collected and bearing upon London is to be 

communicated to me ; that any information that you may happen to have or get in 

London regarding London is immediately to be communicated to me, but that the 
duty of acquiring information in London and taking action on it primarily rests with the 
Metropolitan Police, the legally constituted authority for such purpose, and that such 
duty is not to be entrusted to an agency, viz. the Royal Irish Constabulary, which has 

no legal police status in London, and that consequently the Royal Irish Constabulary 

now in London, and hitherto used by you for the purpose of doing a duty belonging to 

the Metropolitan Police should be withdrawn at once. 
On the other hand, I am to communicate to you all information which I may get, 

and consult with you as to the best mode of action to be taken on any information 
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procured either by you or me care being taken in any case that special measures are to 
be adopted to secure the safety of informants. 

(Monro to Jenkinson, June 19th, 1885, quoted by Sir Andrew Fraser, 

April 25th, 1903, L/PJ/6/670(493/04), p. 6-7) 

Jenkinson grudgingly agreed to comply and Harcourt saw and endorsed Monro's letter. 

Harcourt then wrote to Spencer, giving his perspective on the current situation and the 

behaviour of Jenkinson. He was clear that the blame lay with Jenkinson, it was: - 

.... mainly owing, l am bound to say, to his overbearing treatment of [Scotland Yard].... 

whilst [they] have been perfectly reasonable and expressed their wish to co-operate 

cordially with him on any information that he might wish to supply them with. 

(Harcourt to Spencer, June 23rd, 1885, Spencer papers, 
Harcourt box 2, BJP). 

He then went on to describe how Jenkinson had initially invoked the name of Spencer 

in his support, a course of action which Harcourt thought "highly improper" and also at the 

meeting, when Harcourt instructed him to supply the information whilst the Met. Police 

would determine the action to be taken, he replied "I simply decline" (ibid. ). 

Harcourt then went on to describe how, after a few days of quiet, Jenkinson had sent 

".... a series of objectionable letters to Monro.... and informed him that he and Lord Spencer would settle the 

matter with the new Secretary of State!! " (ibid. ). Needless to say, Harcourt was incensed over 

Jenkinson's attitude and behaviour, concluding his letter with the words ".... his temper is 

unforgiveable and it is hopeless to attempt to get him to work with others whose cooperation is necessary. " 

(ibid. ). 

Whilst he had much to complain about, Harcourt also seems to have had a selective 

memory when it comes to the vital issue of what he had agreed would be Jenkinson's original 
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remit. When referring to the meeting between the three of them on June 17th, he stated to 

Spencer "I told them both the lines on which I desired them to act which were the precise lines which I had 

laid down when Jenkinson first came to the Home Office. " (ibid. ). 

A comparison of Jenkinson's memorandum of March 6th, 1884 (Jenkinson to 

Harcourt, March 6th, 1884, HO 144/721/110 757, BJP) with Monro's version of the 

guidelines agreed, as sent to Jenkinson after their last meeting (Mono letter quoted by Fraser, 

1903) reveals an unequivocal difference between not only what was said but what is also 

implied. Mono and the Metropolitan Police would now unequivocally be in the lead when it 

came to action in London. They were not under the command of Jenkinson and 

constitutionally could never be so, despite Harcourt's best efforts in 1884 to make it happen. 

Harcourt was now facing the consequences of his ill-thought through actions of 1884. 

Jenkinson was yet again refusing to face up to the political and operational realities. 

If Jenkinson had hoped that the incoming government and the new Secretary of State, 

Cross would settle matters in his favour he was to be disappointed. Harcourt saw Cross on 

June 25th and briefed him on the situation. He had hopes that Jenkinson would have learned a 

lesson and things would now improve ".... if he can make up his mind to regard Monro as a colleague 

and not a subordinate. " (Harcourt to Spencer, June 25th, 1885, Harcourt papers, box 710, if. 40, 

BJP). Spencer, who also was leaving office, in a generally sympathetic farewell letter to 

Jenkinson, tried to assist, urging him to proceed with "..... the greatest tact, temper and patience.... " 

(Spencer to Jenkinson, July 1st, 1885, Spencer papers, Jenkinson box 2, BJP). 

Spencer must have despaired when he received a similiarly dated letter from Jenkinson. 

He accepted no responsibility for his predicament, ".... 1 really cannot blame myself.... " and laid all 

his troubles at the feet of Mono. He went further, accusing the detectives not only of an 

inability to work secretly (an allegation he often made) but also of dishonesty and taking 

money (Jenkinson to Spencer, July 1st, 1885, Spencer papers, Jenkinson box 2, BJP). 

213 



On July 7th, Cross issued a memorandum to Jenkinson and Monro, setting out the 

new ground rules governing their respective operational parameters (see Appendix B, "The 

Cross Rules"). He was as adamant as Harcourt had been that for Jenkinson there was ".... no 

opening as a permanent official at the Home Office.... " (Cross to Carnarvon, September 3rd, 1885, 

Carnarvon papers, PRO 30/6/62 f. 20, BJP). 

When he issued the "Cross Rules", he must have fervently hoped that it would have been the 

final word on the subject but within six months, Jenkinson had, in effect been sacked ".... I hear 

that Mathews has ended Jenkinson's career at the Home Office, he is to leave on January 10th [1887]. " 

(Spencer to Harcourt, December 13th, 1886, Harcourt papers, box 45, It 26-27, BJP). No one 

at Scotland Yard, least of all Monro, was likely to have mourned his departure (4). 

Edward Jenkinson" An Assessment of his Influence on Operational Methodology 

Jenkinson's involvement with the countering of extreme Irish nationalist activity on 

the British mainland falls naturally into two distinct phases. In the first one, from at least 

1881 onwards, he was based in Dublin Castle as the Assisstant Under Secretary for Police and 

Crime and seems to have been used by Harcourt as a knowledgeable source of practical advice 

on "Fenians" and how to deal with their conspiritorial actvities. 

The evidence seems to suggest that Jenkinson gave some good advice and proposed 

some ideas worthy of merit. These included a suggestion that, as already happened in the case 

of poisons sold to the public, no-one should be allowed to purchase explosives or the acids 

which were needed for their manufacture without a record of their details being made by the 

vendor (Jenkinson to Harcourt, March 25th, 1883, Harcourt papers, box 103, if. 16-18, BJP). 

In 1884, and again the following year, Jenkinson put forward the proposal to Harcourt that 

endeavours should be made ".... to get the American government to assist us .... by a system of passports 

or registry to throw difficulties in the way of the men who come over to commit these outrages" (Jenkinson 
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to Harcourt, December 18th, 1884, Harcourt papers, box 104, ff. 95-99, BJP). 

He is also credited with the introduction of the concept of "shadowing", where persons 

in Ireland suspected of involvement in criminal conspiracies were put under physical 

surveillance: - 

.... the system was practically initiated by Sir Edward Jenkinson when Assistant Under 
Secretary for Crime to Lord Spencer in 1883. It was devised and organised to cope 

with a class of crime then as now very prevalent, namely Criminal Conspiracies to 

coerce unwilling persons to obey the law [of] the League.. 
.. the system as developed 

by the Crime Department of 1883 of watching persons known to be active agents of 

these conspiracies led to the arrest and conviction of a number of criminals.... 

(Memorandum entitled "Shadowing by the Irish Police" by Mr Williams, 

Home Office, no date but believed to be 1890, PRO/30/60/7 (Balfour 

papers), BJP) 

Jenkinson's final suggestion of note was that all information relating to extreme Irish 

nationalist activity should be focused on a single point which would have direct contact with 

the Home Secretary (Jenkinson to Harcourt, March 6th, 1884, HO/144/721/110 757, BJP). 

In terms of modem counter-terrorism operations, this is a desirable state of affairs as 

it ensures that the operational information and intelligence reaching the political level is based 

on the activities and assessments of all the agencies involved, a task carried out today and as it 

has done since 1936, by the Joint Intelligence Committee (JIC) of the Cabinet Office (HMSO, 

1993). However, in practical terms during the time of Jenkinson's direct involvement, the 

concept was to prove positively detrimental to an integrated and effective system to counter 

the attacks of the Skirmishers and Clan na Gael. 

It was during the period from March 1884 to his "resignation" in December 1886 that 

the second, more personal phase of Jenkinson's involvement occirred. During this period, at 

Harcourt's request, he was attached to the Home Office and based in London. At the heart of 
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his problematic relationship with the detectives of Scotland Yard lay Jenkinson's attempts to 

implement his focal point concept. There were two inextricably linked flaws that prevented 

the achievement of this; the role as envisaged would be performed by a single individual, not 

an organisation or group and secondly, the individual was Edward Jenkinson. 

In order for it to succeed, the foremost skills Jenkinson would have needed to use were 

diplomacy and an ability to engender trust in others. The system could only work if all the 

police forces and others who contributed information were convinced that the person who had 

the ear of the political overlord could be trusted to carry out their function impartiality. 

Convincing them that this was the case would have called for all the skills of a diplomat 

Whilst another individual, perhaps an existing Home Office civil servant, may have been able 

to achieve this, Jenkinson could not. 

As a person, Jenkinson appears to have been autocratic, overly secretive and with an 

irristible drive to control everything that he came into contact with. He also seems to have 

envisaged the role in strictly hierarchical terms. As he was the Assistant Under Secretary who 

reported directly to the Minister, then it followed that he was in charge of everthing and 

everyone "below" him. Coupled to this desire to be in charge was an even more corrosive one 

of wishing to be in complete control. In an environment where co-operation and concensus 

was vital, Jenkinson was incapable of achieving either of them. 

It can be argued that it was this combination of two factors, his role and his 

personality, that set him on a collision course not only with Monro and his detectives but also 

three Home Secretaries (Harcourt, Cross and Mathews. The views of a fourth, Childers, are 

unknown). There is no doubt that the period when he worked directly for the Home Office 

was a tempestous time and during it he appears to have become embroiled in several 

controversies concerning the legality of his actions, over and above his day to day 

constitutional and operational battles. These included some potentially serious allegations. 
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For instance, allegations are made by Monro concerning Jenkison's employment of 

people to carry out surveillance on Irish suspects without informing the police (Monro, 1903, 

p. 30) and in similar vein, there is the allegation by ex-Detective Sergeant Patrick McIlntyre 

concerning his use of "agent provocateurs" within the Irish National League and other Irish 

organisations in London (McIntyre, Reynold's Newspaper, May 5th, 1895, p. 3). Monro is 

also the source for revealing that Jenkinson suggested to him that a witness be coached in 

order to assist his memory just prior to giving identification evidence at Court in the case of 

Burton and Cunningham (Monro, 1903, p. 61). 

Harcourt's correspondence details how Jenkinson persuaded the authorities in Canada 

to arrest on spurious grounds and then release one of his informants in order to remove any 

suspicion of their involvement in the genuine arrest of an extreme Irish nationalist suspect. 

This action caused much annoyance to Harcourt who evidently had to deal with the political 

fall out. (Harcourt to Spencer, September 10th, 1883, Harcourt papers, box 42, 

ff. 122-123, BJP). 

Jenkinson's involvement with the arrests of Daley and Egan in Liverpool in June 1881, 

an event which gave rise to an allegation from Chief Constable Farndale of the Birmingham 

City Police, that the bombs found in the possession of Daley were "planted" on him by the 

RIC (HO/144/193/A46664 and associated papers refer, BJP) also resulted in Harcourt being 

drawn into the affair. The truth of the allegation is unknown but Jenkinson appears to have 

had de facto control of the RIC stationed on the mainland at the time and, by his own 

admission, deliberately concealed the details of the developing operation against Daley from 

Harcourt in case he did not approve (Jenkinson to Spencer, April 12th, 1884, Spencer papers, 

Jenkinson Box 1, BJP) 

Of all these various controversial incidents, it is the latter that is potentially one of the 

most serious. An informant seems to have played a central role in the case (Jenkinson to 
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Spencer, April 12th, 1884, Spencer papers, Jenkinson Box 1, BJP). The informant's handlers 

were the RIC, working to Nicholas Gosselin, and it is alleged that they were instrumental in 

obtaining from the USA not only the money for their informant to use to get close to Daley 

but also the purchase there the explosive devices thence channelling them to Daley. 

In other words, but for the activities of the informant, Daley would not have come into 

the possession of any explosive devices. Once he was, he and an associate called Egan were 

then arrested. The allegations of agent provocateur and entrapment were consistently refuted 

e. g. Gosselin to Monro, November 3rd, 1887 and Lushington to Mathews, August 1st, 1891 

(both in HO/144/193/A46664) 

However, the case is complex and there appears little doubt that Daley was involved in 

some form or another with extreme Irish nationalist activity. The bombs do not appear to 

have been planted in the sense that the RIC placed them in his possession at the moment of 

his arrest. The allegation of planting is based on the premise that the RIC facilitated or 

perhaps engineered the transfer of the bombs from the USA into Daley's possession in order 

that he could then be arrested as a means to bring to a close his other activities. 

In modern parlance, Daley is more likely to have been the target of a "sting" operation 

where he was given assistance to carry out a criminal act. If this was so, then the informant 

appears to have incited others to commit offences, personally participated in overt criminal 

acts and indeed, may well have also instigated overt criminal acts. It is therefore likely that the 

fine line between a legitimate police "sting" and police activity which amounts to an unlawful 

entrapment was crossed over in Daley's case. 

The details of Jenkinson's part in all this are not entirely clear and realistically, the true 

facts are probably unresolveable today. There are clear indications that at least three 

informants, all of the handled by Gosselin, were involved in the case (ibid. ). There is also 

evidence that Jenkinson was well aware of the details: - 
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.... our difficulty was to get "the things' passed to Daley, and then to arrest him with "the 

things" on him, without throwing suspicion on our informant....! could not tell Sir W. 

Harcourt that I was arranging to have the bombs passed to Daley, as he would [have] 

said the risk was too great to risk[sic] and would not have had patience. 

(Jenkinson to Spencer, April 12th, 1894, Spencer 

papers, Jenkinson box 1, BJP) 

For his part, Sir William Harcourt seems to have believed that Jenkinson was quite 

capable of organising this sort of nefarious activity: - 

Jenkinson is such a rash and headstrong fellow that one never knows what he may 

have done. However, as he asserts that there is no foundation for the statement we 
have only to be satisfied with that. The only suspicious feature is the uneasiness of 
[Gosselin? ] of which he speaks. I know nothing myself of the matters of the Daly case 
as you know Jenkinson's inveterate habit of bottling up everything in order to get 

credit for himself. It was this besetting sin which has no doubt procured him the 

animosity of the Birmingham Watch Committee as his great objective was to show that 
he had done everything and the Birmingham people nothing which according to my 
observation is just the reverse of the truth. However, he must bear his own sins if there 
be any. 

(Harcourt to Spencer, November 3rd, 1887, 
Spencer papers, Harcourt box 3, BJP) 

The Final Step - The Formation of "Special" Branch in 1887 

The formal departure of Jenkinson in January 1887 left the way clear for a further 

restructuring of the police contribution to combating political extremism and the changes 

occurred rapidly. The role of "Special", consisting of CID Sections b (Irish) and Section c 

(Ports), continued unchanged for another month then, on February 3rd, 1887 a new element, 

Section d, was introduced. Chief Inspector John Littlechild was taken from Section b to head 

it, assisted by Inspectors Sweeney, Melville and Burke (Metropolitan Police Orders, 

February 3rd, 1887). 

219 



Sweeney, in his memoirs, described their duties as dealing with "political criminals, 
misdemeanants and suspects, watching Fenians, Clan na Gael, Anarchists and so on. " The range of their 

activities was further described as being from "end to end of the United Kingdom" (Sweeney, 1904, 

p. 18-19). The Home Office referred to them as the ".... Special Confidential Section of the CID.... the 
Met. Police Officers especially employed in lieu of Mr Jenkinson's Department. " (Memorandum, believed 

Home Office, July 1888, HO 144/208/A48000M/23, BJP). To all intents and purposes, it 

was an operational arm by which Monro could fulfil his duties as Secret Agent. Ironically, a 

proposal by Jenkison to Harcourt in 1884 in which he sought to allevate his own problems 

with the police bears a remarkable resemblance to what would eventually emerge as 
Section d: - 

The real fact is that nothing short of an Imperial Staff or Police, specially selected or 

organised for this particular purpose, and employed not only in obtaining information, 

but in taking action on information, and in detecting outrages, under one Head, would 

give us real hope of success, or comparative success. 

(Jenkinson to Harcourt, December 18th, 1884 

Harcourt papers, box 104, if. 95-99, BJP) 

Uniquely, on matters relating to his work as Secret Agent, Monro had direct access to 

the Home Secretary (Warren to Home Secretary, minute by "TM" (sic), April 23rd, 1888, 

HO/144/212/A48606/2, BJP). This was anathema to the Commissioner of the Metropolitan 

Police, Sir Charles Warren, a man with clear views on Monro and his men, as indicated by his 

comment that ".... it was quite of place to make the Police Force suffer [administratively] for the sake of the 

Irish Branch which is really not part of the Police Force and that I altogether objected to Mr Monros opinion 

being taken before mine.... " (Warren to Ruggles Brise, May 16th, 1888, MEPO 1/48, BJP). 

Initially on the basis of whether or not a permanent Assistant Chief Constable should 

be appointed to the CID to assist Monro, Warren entered into a lengthy correspondence with 

the Home Office on Monro's responsibilities as Secret Agent. His ultimate aim seems to have 

been to have Monro relieved of this duty: - 
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.... 
From my observations I feel that I am coming to the conclusion that the duties of 

Assistant Commissioner of the Criminal Investigation Department and of Secret Agent 

are very difficult for one and the same person to perform. 

(Warren to Home Under Secretary, February 18th, 1888 

MEPO 1/5 pp. 121-3, BJP) 

He continued to press the issue and a month later, insisted that it be laid before the 

Home Secretary to determine when this "temporary arrangement" would end. Mathews, in a 

memorandum to Lushington, expressed his satisfaction with the way in which Monro 

discharged all of his duties and pointed out that ".... there are considerable advantages to the public 
service in the combination of the two sets of functions; and that I do not propose to alter the present 
arrangement. " (Mathews to Lushington, April 1st, 1888, HO 141/212/A48606/1, BJP). Warren 

was not deterred and returned to the fray in April, this time trying a different tack: - 

.... it 
is eating into the heart of the discipline of the Police Force having a system under 

which the Assistant Commissioner can go to the Secretary of State direct without 
reference to the Commissioner, upon matters connected with the Police about which 
the boundary line between the Secret Service and the Police is so unsettled that even 
when the two dutie were in separate hands it was impossible to decide in many cases 
where the Secret Agent's functions ended and those of the Assistant Commissioner 
began. 

(Warren to Lushington, Home Under Secretary, April 21st 1888 

MEPO 1/55 pp. 225-8, BJP) 

The reply was sent to Warren on April 28th, regretting his disatisfaction ".... with the 

arrangements for the Secret Service which were so recently made and so carefully considered... " and 

expressing the Home Secretary's opinion that the arrangements would work ".... without 

impairing the discipline or efficiency of the Metropolitan Police Force. " (Pemberton to Warren, April 

28th, 1888, MEPO 4/487, BJP). 

Warren then tried directly to end Monro's relationship with the Home Secretary, 

prompting Monro to resign from the Metropolitan Police (Ascoli, 1979, p. 162). However, 
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this was not the end of Monro as Secret Agent as ".... the Home Secretary .... retained me as Chief of 

the Secret department" and even on his appointment of Commissioner of the Metropolitan Police 

Force in November 1888 he still ".... continued in the post of Chief of the Secret Department, although I 

asked to be relieved of the duties, and declined to take any salary for performing them. " (Morro, 1903, 

p. 6-7). 

Whilst there is no evidence to confirm it, a reasonable assumption is that Monro 

therefore continued in his role as the Secret Agent until his ultimate resignation in June 1890. 

By the time that he did so, the police organisational response to countering political violence, 

be it related to Ireland or the ideologies of anarchism and nihilism, had been enhanced by the 

establishment of Section d. 

Meanwhile, by 1892, Nicholas Gosselin had become the head of "the Secret Service" 

which was divided into two sections, "Home and American" (Gosselin to Henry Matthews, 

Home Secretary, March 10th, 1892, Sanders Papers, box c. 725, ff. 34-35, BJP). Monro, by 

now retired to India, would have been satisfied to see that its costs included an element 

described as "London Police, £50". 

What's in a name? 

Porter (1987) is at pains to tease out the useage of the name "Special Branch", rightly 

arguing that: - 

These details may be tedious, but they are important in view of the confusion that has 

arisen in the past in the minds of those who have assumed that there was always only 
one single ̀ Special Branch'. The first Special Branch which bore the name was this 
little cadre of four police inspectors under Monro, who took over Jenkinson's duties in 

February 1887; and not the `Special Irish Branch' of the CID, which at this time was - at 
least on paper, and for accounting purposes - quite different. 

(Porter, 1987, p. 86) 
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Porter claims that, although Section d seemed to be known by various names, it was 

the first "Special Branch" to use that name and in November, 1887, printed paper was in use 

headed "HOME OFFICE. Crime Department. - Special Branch. " (Monro to Matthews, Home Office, 

November 9th, 1887, HO 144/193/A46664, BJP). This may well be correct as far as the 

British mainland is concerned. However, Edward Jenkinson, in a memorandum of March 6th, 

1884, whilst referring to the work in Ireland that he carries out as Assistant Under Secretary 

for Police and Crime, mentions within one memorandum ".... the Secret or Special Branch of my 

office in Dublin.... ", ".... the "Special" Crime Branch.... " and ".... the Special Branch.... " (Jenkinson to 

Harcourt, March 6th, 1884, H0144/721/110 757, BJP). 

Taking this issue further, it can be argued that the concept of a Special Branch, and 
indeed its very name, did not originate within the Metropolitan Police, the Home Office or 

even in Dublin Castle but lay in the police systems developed by Britain over many years to 

control her colony of India. Popplewell (1995) claims that: - 

The Punjab government had set up a Special Branch in 1876 whose duty was to 

receive and distribute confidential and secret information - of both a political and 
general character - from different parts of the province..... apparently this arrangement 

worked well, providing a useful link between the Local Government and the police. 

(Popplewell, 1995, p. 22) 

By 1887 (the year Section d of the Metropolitan Police CID was established), the 

concept of a Special Branch and its use as an intelligence gathering body was receiving further 

consideration in India. A new office, entitled the "Special Branch" of the Thuggee and Dacoity 

Department, was being mooted by the India Office. A memorandum from Colonel 

Henderson, the Colonel General Superintendent of Operations for the Suppression of Thuggee 

and Dacoity, to the Viceroy, Lord Dufferin, opines that the use of the title "Special Branch" 

may be used "in order to obviate confusion with the Military 'Intelligence Branch' and to avoid such 
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misleading designations such as ̀Secret Police' and the like. " (Henderson to Dufferin, July 23rd, 1887, 

MSS EUR. E. 243/23). 

A further memorandum between these two individuals then sets forward the idea of 

not only the using the name Special Branch but also proposes that the "Punjab Special Branch" 

model was the one to adopt. Two reasons are given for this, firstly, its proven operational 

effectiveness and secondly, its capability to totally conceal its activities from the public gaze 

(Henderson to Dufferin, October 10th, 1887, MSS. EUR. E. 243/23, Enclosure no. 2, p. 13). 

James Monro, as an ex-Inspector General of Police in Bengal (Popplewell, 1995), may 

well have known of the existence of the Punjab Special Branch or even have been aware of the 

later India Office proposals. In his memoirs, Monro states that during 1884, in his interview 

with the Home Secretary Harcourt for the post of Assistant Commissioner, he was asked 

whether: - 

... my police experience in India had given me any practical acquaintance with political 

crime. I was able to assure him that it had, for in 1864/5 I was in the thick of the 

measures relating to the detection and punishment of the Wahabi Conspirators at 
Patna. 

(Monro, 1903, p. 48) 

Equally, Edward Jenkinson also had a background in the Indian civil service (Porter, 

1987, p. 44) and the term Special Branch may have first been introduced into Ireland to 

differentiate between the two sections of the police administered Dublin castle, that is, ".... the 

work of the Ordinary Crime Branch [which] is now so entirely distinct and separate from that in the "Special" 

Crime Branch.... " (Jenkinson to Harcourt, March 6th, 1884, H0144/721/110 757, BJP). 

Whatever the exact mechanism was for introducing both the name and the concept to 

London, the end result was twofold. The designation of "Special Branch" was adopted to 

describe Section d, consisting of Littlechild and his four Inspectors and the role that they 

performed was a very similiar one to that of their namesake in India. 

This traffic between Britain and India in concepts and ideas relating to policing was not 
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just one way but was of a rather more dynamic nature. The politicians and senior police 

officers who controlled India were also not averse to taking an idea from Britain and adapting 

it for use in their own circumstances. This is seen concerning the structures that were 

established to deal with the intelligence gathering needed to counter the spasmodic outbreaks 

of terrorism in India. It was not only Indian nationalists who looked to the Irish revolutionary 

experience for inspiration (see also Appendix A). 

When consideration was being given in 1903 to a new blueprint to govern the 

relationships between the new Department of Criminal Intelligence and local police officers 

engaged in the gathering of political intelligence in India, it was to the rules drawn up in July 

1885 by the Home Secretary, Sir Richard Cross, that Sir Andrew Fraser turned (See Appendix 

B for the text of the "Cross Rules" and Chapter One for the provenance of the document). 

These "rules", as detailed previously, were a direct result of the difficult and fractious 

relationship between the ultimate head of MPSB, James Monro, and the government's "Secret 

Agent" for Irish matters, Edward Jenkinson (Popplewell 1995). Indeed, it was Monro that 

brought the rules to the attention of Sir Andrew Fraser when, some years after his resignation 

as Commissioner of the Metropolitan Police, he had met him at a conference in Bengal (Note 

from Fraser, April 25th, 1903, L/PJ/6/670(493/04) (5). 

In essence, to try and ensure the maximum effective co-operation between the two 

differing and mutually distrustful agencies, Cross had set out four principles; that the Home 

Office was the central point for the receipt of all information and intelligence; the operational 

independence of the Metropolitan Police was not to be compromised; the collection of 

intelligence from outside London would be done by the Home Office and finally; that it was 

vital that the heads of the intelligence agency and the Metropolitan Police should co-operate 

cordially and act in agreement. 

In the Note, where Fraser quotes the Cross Rules verbatim and delineates these 

principles, he also comments: - 
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It seems to me that here we have precisely what we want in India.... The scheme which 

we should recommend would be to establish for India a Central Criminal Investigation 

Department in accordance with the principles laid down in the papers from which I have 
just quoted.... the principal duty of the central agency should be to collect, collate and 

communicate information. 

(Note from Sir Andrew Fraser, April 25th, 1903, p. 8, 

L/PJ/6/670(493/04)) 

Over a period of nearly thirty years, India therefore gave both the name of Special 

Branch to the United Kingdom and the concept of its core function. The United Kingdom then 

exported back to India the Cross Rules, based on its own experience of how to run counter 

extremist operations in conjunction with other government agencies. Finally, when Britain had 

forgotten these lessons and badly needed to apply them to the situation in Ireland after the 

phoenix of extreme Irish nationalism had once again risen from the ashes of the Easter Rising 

in April 1916, the answer lay in India once more. The government of India was able to supply 

to Britain the men who could pass on their own hard - won knowledge of counter terrorism 

operations gained during their defeat of the terrorist campaign in Bengal between 1905 and 

1914 (Popplewell, 1995). The debt on both sides had been repaid. 

This chapter has decribed how the structures and systems of political policing evolved 

from the response to the activities of the Fenians in Britain during 1867. It then moved 

through the measures taken by the police and the government to counter the more serious 

phase of attacks in the 1880s, began by the Skirmishers and continued by Clan na Gael. 

Finally, it looked at the eventual creation of a multifaceted counter terrorism organisation, 

with elements carrying out intelligence gathering, criminal investigations and border control. 

At heart of this was a unit known as Special Branch. It was an unusual creation, being 

staffed by Metropolitan Police detectives but was not like any other part of that organisation. 
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It sat over and above the separate sections of the Metropolitan Police CID concerned with 

Irish extremism and border control at ports and its ultimate head, James Monro, had direct 

acess to the Home Secretary concerning its work. It was an integral part of the British police 

response to political extremism from wherever it originated. 

In the following chapter the focus of the research moves on from delineating the 

evolution of police detective systems and structures, to examining the operational 

methodology of the detectives. It particularly concentrates on the methods and techniques 

employed by the detective officers of Sections b, c and d who were the Metropolitan Police 

response, and by extension also the government's main response, to crime with a political 

motive. By looking at their methodology at the tactical level, progress can be made in 

assessing its effectiveness, Was it as crude and rudimentary as certain of their contemporary 

commentators were keen to make out, or does a balanced assessment based on the available 

evidence indicate the development of a more sophisticated approach? 
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NOTES 

(1) In 1838, and hence in parallel to the Metropolitan Police, the Bow Street Runners were 

also involved in investigating criminal offences with political overtones (Goddard, Ed. 

by Pringle, 1956). Henry Goddard describes how he travelled to the area of Ashton 

under Lyne, at the request of the Chief Magistrate at Bow Street, Sir Frederick Rowe: - 

... to make enquiries - take notes - observe and obtain what information i could as to 

the names of the Authors and ringleaders attending these seditious and Torchlight 

meetings... 

(Goddard, Ed. by Pringle, 1956, p. 154). 

Goddard, by his own account, seems to have been quite effective, arresting one of the 

ringleaders of the rioting in Todmorden at the request of the local Magistrates and 

acquiring an informant to keep him abreast of the plans of the militant spinners at the 

local mills. Accompanied by the Chief Constable and a Bow Street colleague called 

Shackell (see Chapter Two for further details of Shackell), he executed a warrant for 

the arrest of the Reverend R. Stephens, a Chartist leader and one of the foremost 

advocates of the use of physical force to achieve the movements aims. 

Stephens himself seemed to believe that Goddard was carrying out this task at 

the behest of the Home Secretary, Lord John Russell and this may well have been the 

case. What is interesting about this sequence of events is that the Bow Street Runners 

were entrusted with the task, not the Metropolitan Police. This may have been 

influenced by the exposure of Melbourne's particular role in the Popay case or to 

avoid upsetting local magistrates and politicians by a perceived snub to "their" police 

force. 
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Whilst the Home Secretary, as a member of the government, might have 

personally been keen to use the police and the Runners in this role, his officials had a 

different attitude to intelligence gathering. The Home Office refused to spend any 

money from the Secret Service Fund at this time as they believed that spying; "generally 

ends in nothing but disappointment" (Home Office document quoted in Palmer, 1988, 

p. 440). 

(2) A further development in the use of totally covert police officers, directly analogous to 

the attempt of Popay to portray himself as a trusted insider, occurred in 1946. In order 

to deal with the emergence of highly organised criminal gangs, Scotland Yard set up a 

section of the Flying Squad called the Ghost Squad. The concept was to recruit officers 

from all parts of the Metropolitan Police, give them false identities, new addresses and 

jobs and from then on they were on their own with a mission to infiltrate the gangs. 

Only in cases of dire emergency or to pass on information and intelligence were they to 

contact the Yard (Firmin, 1953). 

Today the use of undercover officers in criminal cases is widespread, although, 

unlike their anonymous counter-parts from the post-war years, they are frequently 

called upon to give evidence in court in the cases on which they have been employed. 

They have received training to a national standard and operate within the law and the 

Codes of Practice publicly issued by the Association of Chief Police Officers 

(ACPO). These Guidelines, in a modified form to comply with the European 

Convention on Human Rights, now have a statutory basis under the Regulation of 

Investigatory Powers Act, 2000. 

A recent obituary in The Times also throws some more light on the activities of 

the police in carrying out "special operations intended to frustrate the threat from subversive and 
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terrorist organisations" (The Times, April 28th, 1999, p. 23). It concerned the activities of 
Detective Chief Superintendent Conrad Dixon "the founder and leader of the so-called "Scruffy 

Squad" which was active against anti-state elements in the 1960s and 1970s". 

As a Special Branch officer in 1968, during the student unrest in Paris and the 

anti-Vietnam war demonstrations throughout the world, Dixon was tasked with 

obtaining intelligence on potential revolutionaries. A squad of officers was recruited to 

this end and infiltrated into various groups. They allegedly played an influential role at 

the sit-in of the London School of Economics, the Grosvenor Square demonstration 

and in disrupting the bomb making activities of the Free Wales Army. 

(3) James Stephens had been a strong critic of this doctrine, on the grounds that it 

led to spasmodic bursts of action when what was needed was steady and consistent 

pressure on Britain (Denieffe, 1906). 

(4) One question remains unanswered, even after reading the Monro memoirs. If 

Jenkinson had departed in January 1887, be it through resignation or dismissal, why 

are there numerous references to him in the Chief Constable's Register which appears 

not to have commenced until April 20th, 1888? These references are not historical 

leftovers from previous years but appear to be current issues e. g. "Jenkinson, Mr - 

attention of Home Office again called to papers with - 3622/2" and "Jenkinson, E. G. Esq - forwarding 

file re. detaining files of Irish papers - 3622/2". The most likely explanation is that Jenkinson 

returned to his previous duties as Assistant Under Secretary for Police and Crime at 

Dublin Castle. This would account for his involvement with correspondence relating to 

Irish extremism and the continuing references to him in the Chief Constable's Register. 
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(s) It is interesting to note the date here as Monro appears to have written his 

memoirs between March and April 1903. The issue was evidently fresh in his mind 

when he met Sir Andrew Fraser or perhaps it was these events that prompted him to 

write his memoirs. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

THE METHODOLOGY OF POLICE OPERATIONS (i) - SURVEILLANCE 

Introduction: The Principles of Police Counter-Terrorism 01&-rations 

It can be argued that that there are three key operational requirements that must 

underpin the functioning of any organised police counter- terrorism organisation. It must focus 

its activities to obtain relevant information; it must obtain timely and actionable intelligence 

and it must obtain the best possible evidence. These seminal elements are critical, interlinked 

and interdependent. In order for them to have the optimum impact, all three must not only be 

present but be present in the correct balance. 

The first step in using and developing any of these elements is their collection. This is 

achieved today, as it has been since the formation of the Metropolitan Police, by the use of 

two broad techniques; surveillance in its widest sense, which includes not only physical 

surveillance but the covert interception of communications and the overt monitoring of the 

media and secondly, the use of informants, which in turn encompasses both active and passive 

informants. The police use of informants against terrorist or extremist targets is dealt with in 

depth in Chapter Five whilst surveillance, in its numerous manifestations, is dealt with in this 

chapter. 

By using the two techniques of surveillance and informants, police counter-terrorism 

operations can be directed against specific individuals, specific organisations or the assets 

connected to them. The three operational imperatives outlined above, and the two main 

techniques used to obtain them, are not only valid today but, arguably, would have been 

equally valid in the 1860's when the Metropolitan Police found itself dealing with extremist 

Irish nationalist activity in mainland Britain for the first time. 
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However, where considerable evolution in police methodology has occurred, and hence 

where history differs from contemporary practice and theory, is at the tactical level. This is 

particularly valid with regard to the use of technology, either by adapting and applying 

technology from other fields to police operations or by the development of novel solutions to 

the unique requirements of policing. 

Table 4.1 was constructed by noting in various published works or primary sources 

instances which illustrate some of the main operational techniques used by the police during 

the 19th century period specifically to counter terrorist/political crime. It also gives the 

earliest known year where this research has identified that the technique was in use. The vast 

majority of them fit into the broad category of "surveillance" or require it to be carried out as 

an integral part of that technique. 

Table 4.1 
Main Police Operational Methodologies Against "Political Crime" 

and the Earliest Identified Year of Use 

Method Year of first 

identified use 

Use of covert officers to gather intelligence 1833 

Covert monitoring of public meetings 1833 
Covert monitoring of target organisations 1833 

Surveillance of target individuals e. g. Michael Davin 1866 

Evidential investigations 1866/6 

Operational use of information from active informants 1867 

Use of Detectives to gather intelligence 1867 

from other UK Forces (by working in other 
Force areas or by request for assistance) 

Use of Detectives to gather intelligence from other 1867 

countries (by working abroad or request for assistance ) 
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Co-operation with a UK "Secret Service" 1867 

Use of Detectives to gather systematically intelligence at 1872 
UK ports 
(RIC officers present in British ports since 1848. 

MP officers temporarily posted to London rail 
stations in 1867 re. escaped Fenian Kelly and Deasy) 

Intelligence gathering from convicts & 1888/90 

their visitors/contacts 

Specific tasking of informants 1888/90 

"Lifestyle" payments to informants 1888/90 
Gathering overt information from the media 1880/90 

Interception of communications (postal & telegraphic) 1880/90 

Systemised collection/collation/recording 1880/90 

of intelligence and information 

There is scarcely no aspect of Table 4.1 that has not had a continuing role to play in 

police counter terrorism operations since it was first employed. The difference between their 

use then and their use today lies not just in the principles underpinning the necessity for their 

deployment but also in the mechanics of how they are carried out. It is at this level that the 

advance of technology has been most keenly felt. 

Whilst the advancement of technological capability, as adopted by the terrorist and the 

police alike, may have altered the operational capabilities of the police far beyond anything 

that the Victorian detectives could have imagined, there appears little doubt that the rationale 

behind its use would still be immediately recognisable to the likes of Adolphus Williamson, 

John Littlechild and William Melville. The immutable first principle of police operations and 

investigations remains now as it was then; to ensure public safety and the preservation of life 

by the detection and prevention of terrorist crime. 

This chapter is based on research carried out using the entries made in the 
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Metropolitan Police Chief Constable's Register. The objective was to see if there was 

evidence to support the two original contentions. Firstly, whether police operational 

methodology against terrorism had, by about the 1890's, become highly organised and 

systematic or whether it was as rudimentary and purely reactive. Secondly, whether there was 

any evidence to indicate if the Metropolitan Police detectives were effective in countering 

extreme Irish nationalist activity. An analysis of all the entries in the Chief Constable's 

Register relating to extreme Irish nationalism was therefore carried out as a means of 

determining whether the police, and in particular the MPSB operational methodology that it 

revealed, gives credence to either of these positions. 

As a result of the analysis, the areas where MPSB focused its activities against Irish 

extremists became apparent. For the ourposes of this research, one of its acitivities, the 

personal protection of people at risk of attack from political extremists e. g. Queen Victoria 

and the Chief Secretary for Ireland, Arthur Balfour will not be considered further in any detail 

as it did not contribute to the core intelligence and evidential gathering activities of MPSB. 

Those key areas which did contribute directly to this function will now be examined. 

The Methodology of Physical Surveillance 

If physical surveillance is only considered in isolation, then the words of Detective 

Inspector John Sweeney, stating that the police had arrived at a "a system of constant espionage" 

(Sweeney, 1904, p. 34), may be considered as an exaggeration. However, if the word 

surveillance is examined in the wider context, then Sweeney's words can be seen as a 

reasonable reflection of the situation that is revealed in the research presented here. 

Whilst physical surveillance played a central role in MPSB activities, its use by 

detectives was not new, nor the approach a novel one employed only in connection with 
"political crime". The concept of police officers in plain clothes covertly following suspects 
or watching premises to locate criminals or their contacts did not occur only with the advent 
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of an organised Detective Department. Emsley (1987) describes the modus operandi of the 

"new detectives" as being very similar to their forerunners "Policemen in plain clothes watched and 
followed suspicious characters.... " (Emsley, 1987, p. 191). During the search in 1842 for the 

murderer Daniel Good, the "active officers" engaged in it mounted surveillance on the house of 
Molly Good to see if their suspect was there and whether she could lead them to him (Cobb, 

1956). 

It was inevitable that such a useful technique for detecting crime and criminals should 

naturally have been used in similiar circumstances but where the motive was political. In 1820, 

observation was kept all day by the Bow Street Runners from the premises opposite to the 

conspirators meeting place in Cato Street as a means of frustrating what became known as the 

Cato Street conspiracy (Stanhope, 1962). 

To counter the perceived threat from Fenianism in 1867, the Detective Department of 

the Metropolitan Police applied the methods they had been using for many years to enable 

them to carry out their investigations into crime and criminals, namely the surveillance of 

suspects and the use of informants (Quinlivan and Rose, 1982; Smith, 1985). 

By the mid-1880's, the use of surveillance and informants had become indispensible 

techniques to counter the activities of extreme Irish nationalists and Anarchists alike. A 

memorandum to the Irish Under Secretary issued some ten years later sheds some light on the 

origins of systematic surveillance and the rational behind it: - 

.... since 1883 it has been the practice, whenever it was found that suspects were in 

the habit of giving the police the slip, and were not easily picked up again, to have 

them watched - not intermittently - but continously, by the system now called 

shadowing, of which (to borrow a phrase from logicians) the "essential difference" is 

that the policeman engaged in watching hands his suspect over to another policeman 
who takes up the duty before the first man can be relieved. 

(H. Thynne to Irish Under Secretary, undated [ 1890], 

Balfour Papers, PRO 30/60/7, BJP) 
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The man who ".... practically initiated and established... " this systematic approach to 

physical surveillance appears to have been Edward Jenkinson (Waters memorandum, undated 

[1890? ], Balfour Papers, PRO 30/60/7 BJP) and indeed, a comprehensive memorandum on 

"shadowing" was issued in 1883 by Jenkinson in his capacity as Assistant Under Secretary for 

Crime at Dublin Castle (Jenkinson, November 7th, 1883, Balfour Papers, PRO 30/60/7, BJP). 

One measure of the importance of physical surveillance as an operational technique is 

the number of detective officers that the Metropolitan Police dedicated to it as the dynamite 

campaign of the Skirmishers gathered momentum from 1881 onwards. In March 1884, six men 

out of a total strength of thirteen in the newly created Irish Branch were used jointly for 

enquiries and surveillance (Porter, 1987). By August, out of a strength of twenty two men, 

seven were dedicated totally to surveillance, with a further four to carry enquiries and to act as 

a reserve (Porter, 1987). 

By 1889, the targeting of individuals had been both refined and formalised. O'Broin 

(1976) describes the list of suspects that was issued, probably by Dublin Castle, to both the 

RIC and the DMP. The named suspects were categorised as either "A", "B" or "C". Each 

category had attached to it specific instructions on the actions officers should undertake if 

they came across a relevant individual: - 

"A" - Place under immediate continous surveillance 
"B" - Telegraph movement in cipher to police at their destination where 

they were to be watched 
"C" - Police to note the activities of their local suspects 

(O'Broin, 1976, p. 42-43) 

Whilst I have found no direct evidence within the MPSB records for the use of this 

exact system, in order for it to function they too will have needed to have been aware of it. 

They also had their own instructions on how certain individuals must be dealt with "Fitzgerald, 

P. N. - Two officers to always follow him to London" (Chief Constable's Register). 
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The "A" list (totalling seven individuals) contained two MP's, William O'Broin and 

John Dillon. Their status as Irish Members of Parliament would have required them to make 

regular trips between Ireland and the House of Commons and hence their activities would then 

have come within the remit of MPSB. The members of the Irish Parliamentary party are 

known to have been kept under observation by MPSB, as Sweeney states that in the 

aftermath of the two explosions in the House of Commons on January 2nd, 1885 "The Irish 

members were watched with even greater vigilance" (Sweeney, 1904, p. 29). The implication here is 

that they must already have been under surveillance, albeit at a less intensive level. 

The Chief Constable's Register confirms that the Irish MP's at least were under 

indirect surveillance byMPSB. There are six entries relating to Joseph Biggar MP. Their 

wording indicates that, even if he was not under surveillance himself, his acquaintances were 

e. g. "seen in company of P. K. Fitzgerald" and "seen with suspect Johnstone". His own movements also 

were of interest in their own right e. g. "departure of from Dover to Cannon Street". 

The Register also gives evidence of surveillance being used against other suspects e. g. 

"Astronom, SS - PC Ryan following suspected person from" and "Leslie, Alfred - suspect Mayne followed 

to,,. 

There are also entries relating to specific premises where surveillance was being carried 

out "General Post Office - Observation at re. Richards" and "Hotel Victoria - Observation at re. Americans". 

They also include private addresses "Fitzgerald, Dr - Observation kept on his house re. Dr Tanner ". 

The information gathered by this process was either kept with the suspects general file or on a 

specific file "Denvir, John - File re. movements of to be commenced". 

Not suprisingly, the surveillance was sometimes compromised and resulted in formal 

complaints being made "Champness, Mr - Complaining of detectives watching his house" and "Tanner, 

Dr - Complaining of police watching J. E. Kennedy". However, there is nothing to indicate whether the 

detectives surveillance actually had been compromised, whether it was the imaginings of the 
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complainant or indeed whether the surveillance was being carried out by other individuals or 

organisations and not the detectives of MPSB or the Irish Bureau. 

In order to minimise the risks of their discovery when on surveillance, the use of 

disguise was employed by detectives. Littlechild states that its use was disapproved of by 

some of his colleagues, perhaps as a result of the Popay case and its aftermath or for other, 

more practical reasons. However, he personally found it most useful. He makes no mention of 

its prohibition. He gives several examples of the disguises he used and the reasons behind their 

selection; dressing as a Curate disarms suspicion, whilst access to premises can be readily 

gained when disguised as a Surveyor or Sanitary Inspector. A Cabman is a familiar sight 

throughout London but sometimes something more specialised was required: - 

So I "made-up" by selecting from my wardrobe a skull cap and spotted scarf, to be 

tightly tied round the neck, and the other essentials of a Whitechapel rig-out. My face I 
left unshaven for a day or two, and in such natural disguise - which you will see 
does not at all correspond with the theatrical ideas current upon the subject -I began 

to frequent the street market. 

(Littlechild, 1894, p. 82) 

The existence of the press and public's belief that they could always spot a police 

officer wearing plain clothes may have had some basis in fact when regular uniform officers 

were temporarily employed in this role but would not have referred to the permanent 
detective officers. The issue was the main subject of an interview in the "Representative Men at 
Home" series in Cassell's Saturday Journal in 1890. The man being interviewed was James 

Monro: - 
[Journalist]... is it not a fact that the British Detective is too obviously a 

policeman disguised in plain clothes? 
[Monro] That notion is a popular fallacy. I grant you that when a member of the Force is 
first drafted from his constabulary duty and put into plain clothes, he retains something 
of the bearing and step derived from his drill, but this soon wears oft and, of the great 
body of London detectives, who for years have had nothing to do with drill, and who 
dress themselves as they please, without reference to regulation pattern of boots or 
clothing, it may be safely asserted that they would pass unnoticed anywhere other 
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than as ordinary members of the public. 
[Journalist] Such an authoritative reversal of the common opinion was not to be 

undervalued. 

(Cassell 's Saturday Journal, February 15th, 1890. p. 4) 

As well as surveillance being carried out on suspects that arrived at ports throughout 

the country, it was also carried out in other Force areas in a different context from port 

movements. For example, reports were sent from Glasgow "Gillespie, Mrs - Observation kept on 

brother of by Glasgow Police" and "Given, PS (RIC) - Report as to two suspects at Glasgow". English 

Forces also contributed the results of their own surveillance "Ryan, John- Seen at Kidderminster and 

Wolverhampton", whilst MPSB officers ended up in other parts of the country when engaged in 

following their man "Colchester City - Suspects Sullivan and Lucas followed to". 

Their activities were not only confined to Britain, as indicated by the two consecutive 

entries "McKenna, Joseph - Description of sent to Ports" followed by the second "McKenna, Joseph - 

suspect under observation in Paris". 

Anti-Surveillance and Counter-Surveillance 

The life of the detective engaged on surveillance duties was not an easy one. The use of 

surveillance by the police obviously was known to the criminal world and, not surprisingly, 

they took action to avoid it. Frederick Wensley, a Metropolitan Police detective for over forty 

years who had joined the Metropolitan Police in 1888, describes some of the anti-surveillance 

techniques used by criminals to avoid being followed :- 

We had considerable trouble on one occasion with a notorious receiver, who I will call 
Brown..... He was as wary as a weasel. If he suspected that he was being followed, he 

would practice all sorts of tricks. Walking fast for a short distance, he would come to a 
sudden halt. He would take a turning and suddenly double back. Sometimes we 
would have two or three men after him, but almost invariably they were outwitted. 
After..... a considerable time we..... were able to disentangle what may be called his 
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constant habits. We were then able to turn his own weapons against him. He was 
never followed. Men awaited him at various points and noted the direction he took. 
Thus we eventually located his hiding place and we were able to make an extremely 
fine haul. 

(Wensley, 1933, p. 78) 

John Sweeney describes a more extreme form of anti-surveillance involving two Irish 

suspects. He and another officer had been carrying out surveillance on them over some weeks 

and one night, both officers were attacked by them in an alley off the Strand. The suspects 

came off the worse in the ensuing melee and in later years allegedly became useful sources of 

information when they had returned to Ireland (Sweeney, 1904). 

The erstwhile watchers from MPSB also were subjected to active counter surveillance 

from the `opposition". In the example documented here, it was carried out by the anarchists 

rather than extreme Irish nationalists. An entry in the Chief Constable's Register reveals that 

"Autonomie Club - Members of following Insp. Melville" and that this was organised and financed by 

a "Professor Brochet", according to one entry, and a "Richard Victor" according to another. 

The detectives, whatever Police Force may have employed them, did not have a 

monopoly on the use of surveillance against known or suspected Irish extremists. Several 

entries in the register give an outline of an intriguing situation involving the well-known Irish 

nationalist Michael Davitt. Davitt, as a result of his inclusion in the "B" category on the 

RTC/DMP surveillance list, would have been kept under general observation by them when he 

was in Ireland. His activities were also reported on by MPSB, for instance "Burleigh, Bennett - 

Seen with Michael Davitt". 

However, an unexpected twist is that Davitt was also under surveillance by other Irish 

nationalists "Clan na Gael - Davitt, employing detectives to follow". By using the file references in the 

Chief Constables Register, it is possible to piece together that a certain Captain Webb and his 

partner, M. Evanson O'Brien, had set up the "Westminster Detective Agency" and it was their 
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employees that were following Davitt. There is no indication if Davitt was aware of this 

activity but MPSB were, with reports from Sergeant McIntyre and Chief Inspector Littlechild 

mentioning it. 

To this heady mix of surveillance, counter surveillance and anti-surveillance can also be 

added the activities of the Russian Embassy "said to be employing detectives" and freelance efforts 

by individuals "O'Callaghan, Barry - following George Mulqueeny" on the Irish side and also on the 

anarchist side "Mowbray, C. W. - Organising secret shadowers of anarchists". London in the period 

1888 to 1892 seems to bear more than a passing resemblance to the international settlement of 

Shanghai during World War Two, a place infamous as a melange of foreign communities and 

competing intelligence agencies where individuals could change their loyalties and allegiances at 

an alarmingly frequent rate (Wasserstein, 1998). 

The Reality of Physical Surveillance 

In his evidence to the Metropolitan Police Superannuation Enquiry in 1889, John 

Littlechild, then a Chief Inspector "in charge of the Special Department dealing with political crime" 

(p. 180), used the example of surveillance duties to illustrate the privations that his officers 

faced: 

I refer to the duties of men engaged upon observation for week in and week out. 
Knowing really and truly what observation duty is, I can say that it is very 

severe. As a detective officer I have been, myself, engaged in watching for twelve 
hours at a stretch, when I have been very glad to get a baked potato to appease my 
hunger. Take the men on many of the duties recently in connection with the watching 
of suspects about this town, men going on duty at six in the morning, and watching for 

eight or nine hours through all weathers, and afraid to take their eyes off a certain door; 

and during the winter months it has been particularly severe; and likewise through the 
wet; no possibility of getting away for ease or food or any kind of refreshment. 

(Evidence of Chief Inspector Littlechild, Metropolitan Police 
Superannuation Inquiry, 1889, p. 180) 
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Patrick McIntyre, the ex-Special Branch Detective Sergeant, echoed these words when 

describing the kind of work he and Littlechild were engaged in during the aftermath of the 

bomb explosion at the Local Government Board Offices in 1884: - 

.... I will give here a short account of the wearisome process of "housing" a man. One day I 

had instructions to be at Charing Cross at a certain hour, where I should find Littlechild. Two 

men - both Irish Americans - were to meet outside the Charing Cross Hotel. I received a 
description of their dress, physique etc. The first man who appeared walked up and down, 

scrutinising all comers, and seemed somewhat uneasy. Later on, the second came. Our 

instructions were to closely follow this man until we could locate him, the location of the first 

man already being known. They went into the hotel, after an interval reappeared, and we 
followed them to the Grand Hotel, to the Langharn and to Westminster Bridge where they 

surveyed the House of Commons. Then they parted and we continued shadowing the second 

man until we finally located him at Pond Place, Fulham. It was three in the morning before 

we left and returned to our homes. That is an example of the kind of work we had to do 

in connection with the frequent arrival of men from America who were suspected of any 
intention to use dynamite in some public place at an early opportunity. 

(McIntyre, Reynold 's Newspaper, February 10th, 1895, p. 5) 

Discomfort was not confined to officers of this particular period engaged on 

surveillance of extreme Irish nationalist suspects. Jerome Caminada, a detective with the 

Manchester City Police from about 1870 onwards, describes in his memoirs how he hid in a 

specially modified piano case to discover how money was being stolen from the concert 

takings at the Free Trade Hall (Caminada, 1900). Wensley recounts how he once spent three 

days observing a particular house from a nearby railway viaduct. On the approach of a train, 

he had to squeeze himself into the wall to ensure that it missed him by a matter of inches 

(Wensley, 1933). 

The detectives also employed means other than concealment and disguise to ensure 

that they were not discovered in their task. Littlechild tells of an occasion when he paid a 

small boy to assist him with his surveillance by acting as a "bill deliverer" in order to verify the 
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address of a suspect. He used a similar ruse, again involving a small boy, to deliver a bogus 

message to see if a suspect was present at an address (Littlechild, 1894) (1). 

Having looked at surveillance in its narrowest, and possibly most well known sense, 

various other elements of MPSB methodology that contributed to the broader system of 

surveillance will now be examined. 

Information. Intelligence and Evidence Collection Within the UK 

The analysis of the Chief Constable's Register gives an indication of the breadth of the 

system that was established by the MPSB during the period from 1888 to 1892. Using the 

entries recorded in the Register, Table 4.2 details the police forces in the UK that MPSB has 

recorded the receipt of reports from: - 

Table 4.2 

UK Police Forces Known to be in Communication with the Metropolitan Police Special Branch 

Belfast Police 
Bristol Police 

Buckinghamshire Police 
Canterbury Police 

City of London Police 
Devonshire Police 

Dublin Metropolitan Police 
Glasgow Police 
Hull Police 

Liverpool police 
Manchester Police 
Monmouthshire Police 

Northumberland Police 
Norwich Police 

Royal Irish Constabulary 
Southampton Police 
West Sussex Constabulary 

The content of the reports sent to MPSB from these Forces varies considerably and 

hence only three will be used to give a general illustration of their main characteristics: - 
Benwell, S. S. - dynamite alleged to be brought over by - the Northumberland Police 

telegraph re. 
Liverpool Police - request to forward passenger list of S. S. Etruria 
Canterbury Police - re. Richard Piggott 
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In virtually every case, the Register records information that originates from other 

Forces and is then forwarded to New Scotland Yard. There are no indications, other than 

perhaps the word "request" being used, which show whether the information was gathered as a 

result of a specific MPSB tasking or whether the Force obtained the information unilaterally 

and then forwarded it. However, what this does reveal is that MPSB undertook a de facto 

national co-ordinating role. 

In order to facilitate a detailed consideration of the aspect of operational methodology 

under consideration, the topic was analysed under two headings, Overt Information and 

Intelligence Gathering and Covert Information and Intelligence Gathering. 

Overt Information and Intelligence Gathering 

In order to carry out its functions, MPSB gathered information and intelligence from 

wherever it was available. An obvious source of overt information was the press and 

consequently there are a large number of press extracts (two hundred and forty five) recorded 

in the Chief Constable's Register. 

MPSB Collection of Information from the Press 

Table 4.3 is a breakdown of the daily and weekly press publications monitored by 

MPSB. The number of extracts relating to each publication give a general guide to the 

usefulness of each one, as determined by the MPSB criteria appertaining at the time. Whilst 

the exact criteria are unknown, these figures give an indication of the breadth of publications 

involved. 
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Table 4.3 

Dns as Recorded in the Chiet Constables iceglster, with number of Extracts from 

Publication No. of Extracts of Total 

Daily Chronicle a J. 2°Ln 

Daily Telegraph 22.111 

National Press 22 8.9% 

Evening News and Post 1-6 
_ 

6.5% 

The Star 15 
_5 

In 

New York Herald 12 
_ 

4.2 

(London Edition) 
Commonweal 12 

The Times 12 

Echo 14 
_ 

4.0% 

Freeman's Journal _ 
3.2% 

Daily News . 
2.4°%n 

United Ireland _244% 
Free Russia 5 

Weekly National Press 5 

United Irishman _4 _ 
1.6% 

Belfast News 4 

Labour World 4 

Pall Mall Gazette _ 
1.2% 

The Standard 3 

Freedom 3 

Justice 3 

The Graphic 3 
St. Stephens Review - 

0.8% 

Chicago Tribune 2 

Kerry Sentinel 2 

Morning Post 2 

The Globe 2 

The Weekly Freeman 2 

Irish National Independent 2 

Penny Illustrated 1_ 

People's Weekly Journal 1 

London Weekly Herald 1 

The People 1 

The Buffalo Courier 1 

New York World 1 
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New York Sun 1 
Cork Daily Herald 1 

Pick Me Up 1 
London World 1 

Sheffield Anarchist 1 
England 1 

The Sunday Sun 1 
The Irish Catholic 

The Irish World 1 
The Irish Nation 1 

The National Advertiser 1 
Irish Daily Independent 1 

The Observer 1 

Total Number of Press Extracts is 245 from 48 publications 

Having determined which sources MPSB used to obtain its press information, it is 

instructive to see what type of publications were of the most interest to it. Table 4.4 

indicates, by general category, what these types were. 

Table 4.4 

Analysis of Press Extracts (by PublicationType) cited in the Chief Constable's Register 

Category of Paper No. of Papers % of Total 

UK Daily/Weekly etc 28 58.3% 

Irish or Irish Related 10 20.8% 

American or American related 5 10.4% 
(incl. published in London) 

Anarchist or Socialist 5 10.4% 

Total Number of Named Publications Recorded is 48 

It can be seen therefore that the UK daily and weekly papers formed the greatest 
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source of information extracted by MPSB (56.2%), followed by Irish or Irish related papers 

(21%). It would not be unjustifiable to add American or American related papers (10.4%) to 

this total as the main reason for their being monitored would have been their coverage of Irish 

or Irish related affairs. If this is done, it can be seen that Ireland was at the forefront of 

MPSB's information requirements. 

This conclusion is reinforced by an examination of the press extracts by content, 
detailed in Table 4.5. A total of 50% of all the press extracts, from whatever source, relate to 

Ireland: - 

Table 4.5 
Analysis of Total Press Extracts (by Content) cited in the Chief Constable's Register 

Category of Extract No. of Extracts % of Total 

Irish or Irish related 129 52.6% 

Anarchist or Socialist related 89 36.3% 

Police related 7 2.9% 

Other miscellaneous topics 20 8.2% 

MPSB did not just rely on the national or London papers for its information on 

Ireland. It monitored several Irish local papers and at least one, United Irishman, which was 

published in the United States. Indeed, a careful study of the latter in the early 1880's, 

echoing as it did the physical force doctrine advocated by O'Donovan Rossa, whose 

"Skirmishers" were about to carry out their bomb attacks in London, may have given the 

detectives of the Metropolitan Police some idea of what the future held for them. 
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Table 4.6 

nsn redon na R 

in the Chief Constable's Register 

Belfast News 

Cork Daily Herald 
The Irish Catholic 

Irish Daily Independent 
Irish World 

Irish Nation 
Irish National Independent 

The Kerry Sentinel 
United Ireland 

United Irishman 

li 

Total number of Irish/Predominantly Irish Publications is 10 

m 

Having determined quantitatively the importance to MPSB of information concerning 

Ireland, by examining the Irish related press extracts in more detail it is possible to determine 

what categories of information were collected actively. Table 4.7 illustrates this: - 

Table 4.7 
Analysis of Content of Irish and Irish Related Press Extracts 

Recorded in the Chief Constable's Register 

Main Content No. of Extracts % of Total 

Organisationsrndividuals 55 47.4% 
(includes meetings, obituaries 

and letters to papers) 

Events - Overall 61 52.6% 

- In UK 22 18.9% 

- In Ireland 15 12.9% 

- In America 11 9.5% 
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- In Europe 4 3.5% 

4 3.5% 

Alleged plots and plans 5 4.3% 

In summary, based on the analysis conducted above, MPSB was primarily interested 

in recording information on people and events. Events occuring in the UK and Ireland 

comprised the vast majority of the contents of these extracts. There are no suprises here. 

What is slightly unusual is the detectives use at all of the overt press as a source of 

information concerning alleged Irish related plots and plans, although perhaps it would have 

been remiss of MPSB not to take cogniscance of its reporting. The mere fact that information 

has appeared in the press should not be the sole reason to discount its veracity. 

It might also be argued that there is no direct evidence here of MPSB itself monitoring 

the press, the cuttings may have been sent to them from other government departments who 

felt that the police should be aware of them. Even if this is the case, it does not detract from 

the fact that even if MPSB did not gather the information, they most certainly did collate, 

record and retain it. Consequently, it was available for use in the future as and when it was 

required. It was not just read and then thrown away, the information became part of the 

organisations "memory". 

Finally, a number of the reports relating to police and police activity in the UK were 

also deemed worthy of record. It is difficult to see what organisational benefit could have 

accrued from this. 

The Relationship Between the Press and MPSB 

From the evidence in the Chief Constable's Register, it is apparent that an active 

relationship existed between MPSB and certain elements of the press. MPSB did not just 
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passively monitor the press but proactively used them to achieve their own objectives. This is 

most apparent with the "Graphic". The Editor was in touch with them "asking if can publish a 

portrait of "Cohen" (a suspect in the Callan and Harkins case who died a few hours before his 

arrest). In this instance, there is no record of whether his request met with agreement. 
However, the "Graphic" did benefit in another way from its contact with MPSB 

"Monro - photograph of General Millen to be sent to "Graphic". Monro also briefed the press when it 

suited him to do so, as seen in the entry "Morro - directing Press to be informed as to non-arrest of 

MP's". The press were also passed background information "Kennedy, journalist - giving 

information to re. Irish National Foresters (INF)" or received a visit from MPSB "New York Herald - seen 

as to article in paper". The only clue to the possible topic of discussion with the New York 

Herald is the file reference number in the Chief Constable's Register which indicates that it 

went on an Anarchist/Socialist file. 

Evidence can also be produced to show that, when it suited them, MPSB (or at least 

its Senior Officers) actively used the press to pursue their own aims. This was done 

anonymously by Robert Anderson, who in later years admitted to being one of the authors of 

the series of articles in The Times, entitled "Parnellism and Crime". A direct consequence of this 

was the establishment of a Parliamentary enquiry into the activities of Charles Stewart Parnell 

and his alleged links to extreme Irish nationalism (Porter, 1987). It was also conducted in a 

more overt fashion by his predecessor, James Monro. 

In his memoirs, Monro explains how he engineered the calling of an inquest in order 

that he could place on the public record, by personally giving evidence, the activities of the 

"Jubilee Plot" conspirators. He describes his motives thus: - 

The next day all the papers commented in a bewildered fashion on the inquest and 

what it meant. Of course they did not know what it meant, and the Radical organs saw 
in it some deep political design to injure the Liberal Party. But what I wanted was to 

encite public attention to the danger of the plot going on, and I succeeded in so 
doing. 

(Monro memoirs, 1903, p. 78) 
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In connection with the same case, he also ensured that the main suspect, "Joseph 

Melville", and his girlfriend, a Miss Kennedy, were stopped by the US Customs in 

possession of smuggled goods. Once this was reported: - 

... I took care to have it noticed in the press, adding the information that Mr Joseph 

Melville had lately been in London and had been seen frequently in the company of 
police (which was true as he was closely shadowed ). Publicity thus given enabled me 
to ascertain that Joseph Melville was J. J. Morony, a well known Clan-na-Gael man. 

(Monro memoirs, 1903, p. 73) 

Monro demonstrates here an subtle blend of psychology and practical policing. 

Simultaneously, he was able to publicly identify his main suspect, have him arrested for a 

criminal offence and plant the seeds of doubt in the minds of Clan na Gael activists that 

Morony may be a police informant and hence should not be trusted. This is far removed from 

the unfavourable image of him promulgated by Edward Jenkinson. 

Other Sources of Overt Information Utilised by MPSB 

As well as the daily or weekly press, articles and information culled from other 

publications were recorded in the Register. One of the most suprising sources was the British 

Medical Journal, resulting in the entry `British Medical Journal - complains of treatment to Walsall 

prisoners", a reference to the convicted anarchist prisoners involved in the controversial attempt 

to construct bombs (see Chapter Five, Case Study Two for further details). 

A second entry also concerns matters Irish "Incipient Irish Revolution - pamphlet to be 

purchased". As this entry is followed by the file reference "1719/15" and references begining with 

"17" indicate the report originates from an informant (see Chapter Five), the informant was 

probably tasked to obtain it on behalf of MPSB. 

Members of the public approached MPSB direct to provide them with information. 
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The motives behind these actions varied. Some may have been public spirited, as seen in these 

entries in the Chief Constable's Register: - 

Brown, J. J. - called at office re. two supposed Americans 

Oldenburgh, Mr E. - giving information re. Miner's Explosive Company 

Nash, Mr N. G. - giving information re. man with bullet wound 

Miller - giving info. re. supply of chemicals 

Others were obviously self-serving "Lees, Wm. J. - Asking what would be the worth to 

disclose conspiracy". 

Several people put themselves forward as volunteer informants for MPSB and hence 

their motives can only be guessed at "Leycester, Mr. J. - offering his services re. Irish matters" and 

"Owen, W. F. - offers his services re. Socialism". There is no record of any of these "volunteers" 

being employed in the capacity of informants but it is not beyond the bounds of possibility 

that some low-level "eyes and ears" sources may have been recruited from this type of 

approach. 

One specific instance indicates that information was passed over which was then used 

and disseminated further by MPSB. It refers to a convict called George Wood. There are two 

entries, in the first one he requested to see Chief Inspector Littlechild and a second one states 

"Wood. George - C. I. Littlechild seeing Treasury re. " Whatever the reason for the visit to the 

Treasury, it is unlikely to have been undertaken unless there was a valid reason for it. 

Approaches were not all one way, from public to police. They also occured as a result 

of MPSB taking the initiative. In one instance, a specific member of the public, evidently in a 

position to assist materially, was approached by the detectives themselves "Brindler, Mrs - seen 

as to suspect lodgers". 

Uniformed Divisional police officers were also a regular source of overt information 

and sent reports to MPSB on matters appertaining to their specialised work. Sometimes, its 
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links to political crime appeared to be tenuous "McGrath, William - suspicious Irishman at 57 Bedford 

Gardens", followed by "McGrath, William - said to be connected to Whitechapel murders". In other 

words, as a consequence of being a "suspicious Irishman" he was also being put forward as a 

suspect for the "Jack the Ripper" series of murders. 

The proposition that there was a possible Irish suspect for these murders is not as 

incongruous as it seems. At least one book, "The Lode" (Evans and Gainey, 1995) is based 

on a Home Office memorandum relating to this idea and there are more relevant entries in the 

Chief Constable's Register. It does not corroborate their theory but does enable an outline to 

be constructed of a intriguing story involving an extreme Irish nationalist who is suspected of 

being "Jack the Ripper", an alleged plot to assassinate the Secretary for Ireland, Balfour, and 

the activities of a private detective agency. However, it is a digression from the thrust of this 

research and regretfully it cannot be pursued appropriately here. 

Divisional information reports sent to Scotland Yard indicate that the role and 

information requirements of MPSB must have been well known throughout the Metropolitan 

Police. For example, there is no doubt that the following reports would have been of more 

than passing interest when they were received "R Division - report from re. dynamite cannister" and 

"S Division - forwarding report re. foreign informant shot at - Socialist Miscellaneous 23.10.79" (sic). A 

further report, indexed elsewhere under the name of the alleged victim, gives some further 

information on this event "Peters, Charles - foreign informant shot at - Socialist Miscellaneous 23.10.79". 

Undoubtedly, the reports from W Division would have been equally well received "W 

Division - report re. Nine Elms branch of INL" and "- report from re. F. E. Millen". The importance of the 

Irish National League (INL) to MPSB is detailed further when the monitoring of Irish related 

organisations is considered later in this chapter. The activities of Millen as an alleged British 

government agent are examined further in the next chapter. 

Monro gives a further example of this beneficial information flow in his memoirs. He 
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cites the example of. - 

... the police of H. in Whitechapel division reported to me the presence within their 
jurisdiction of a man whom they could not account for. He seemed to have nothing to 
do and all that he did was to visit a man living at (I forget the street) who was very ill and 

who also seemed a stranger. The Secret Department at Scotland Yard took over the 

case from the local police and shadowed the visitor of the sick man. 

(Monro memoirs, 1903, p. 74) 

From this initial information (originally provided by a member of the public, Mrs 

Horan, see Chapter Five, Case Study One) came the crucial evidential breakthrough in the case 

of Callan and Harkins, who consequently were arrested and sentenced to fifteen years penal 

servitude for their activities in connection with the "Jubilee Plot". 

There is also evidence that there was not just a one-way flow of information from 

Divisions to the centre but that Divisional officers were used to assist MPSB directly. They 

were specifically required to carry out enquiries on their behalf "X Division - replying to report re. 

man "Redford". At least one Divisional officer was used in a more personalised role "Rabinowitz, 

PC - letters in Russian shown to". This officers talents as a reader (and probably speaker) of 

Russian would have made him of considerable use to MPSB detectives specialising in the 

anarchists, nihilists etc. A second entry, with a different file number, indicates that 

Rabinowitz was used on more than one occasion to carry out this task "K Division - PC 

Rabinowitz translating Russian leaflets". 

Two final examples will be referred to as they indicate the extraordinary scope of the 

Metropolitan Police recording systems and how they were adapted by MPSB to achieve its 

requirements for information relating to extremism and political crime. Both relate to items of 

lost property. The first entry reads "Tchiknaverofi- name of on tin of machine oil - Lost property office 

number 13013" and the second reads "Socialists, meeting places of, card found in purse". This 

systematised, meticulous collection and collation of information from so many numerous and 

265 



diverse sources is indeed impressive. 

Information and Intelligence Gathering Outside the UK 

The MPSB intelligence and information gathering system did not focus purely on the 

UK. MPSB regularly requested the assistance of foreign police forces or other agencies to 

carry out enquiries on their behalf in their own countries. Table 4.8 details all the countries 

where a request for assistance of this type is recorded in the Chief Constable's Register: - 

Table 4.8 

irectl y with Foreign Police Forces. 

in the Chief Constable's Register 

USA Chicago Police 

Denver Police 
New York Police 

Omaha Police 
Africa Griqualand West Police 

Kimberley Police 
Australia Melbourne Police 

Europe Boulogne Police 

Information was not provided by police forces alone. The representatives of the UK 

government in various countries also assisted; in the USA, "Chicago, British Consul - re. 

"Stockholm" said to be rendevous of Fenians", in France, "Paris - British Embassy at receiving information" 

and in Spain "Santander, Consul at - writing re. Fenianism to Foreign Office". 

The Chief Constable's Register reveals little known aspects of early MPSB 

methodology which concern the crucial linkage between them and the organisational sources of 

information and intelligence on Irish Americans that was available in the USA. As well as as 

the police force to police force communications shown above, by far the greatest number of 

requests for assistance in the USA were not made to other "state" police forces but to a 
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private company; the Pinkerton National Detective Agency. 

Established in Chicago in 1850 by Allan Pinkerton, by the late 1880's it operated on a 

national basis, providing uniformed guards and plain clothes detectives (Horan and Swiggett, 

1950). Dating from their employment in the 1870's, they had a proven track record in 

undertaking covert operations against the Irish and Irish Americans who were members of the 

violent, secretive group known as the "Molly Maguires". 

The "Molly Maguires" were a secret society of Irishmen, named after an apocryphal 

heroine who had led the resistance of Irish peasant farmers against the the rent collectors of 

the absentee English landlords. Their aims were not political but they imposed a reign of terror 

on the mine superintendents and colliery supervisors. Anyone who crossed a "Molly" was 

likely to end up severly beaten at best and frequently dead. In one county alone (Schuylkill, 

Pennsylvania) there were 142 unsolved murders between 1862 and 1865 related to the 

activities of the Molly Maguires (Lewis, 1962). 

The efforts of Pinkerton's, engaged by the mine owners, had broken the stranglehold of 

the Molly Maguires in their heartland of the Pennsylvania coal mines. By covertly using one 

of their operatives, John McParlan, to infiltrate the main group and gather evidence of their 

activities over a period of three years, ten men were convicted of several murders and 

subsequently hanged in 1877 (Lewis, 1964). 

In the aftermath of the Phoenix Park murders, the head of Pinkerton's, Allan Pinkerton 

wrote to Gladstone to offer the assistance of his organisation, claiming that British detectives: - 

.... are, so' far as my experience with them is concerned, a body of first class, intelligent 

men and many of their operations could not be excelled for brilliancy and important 

results. But is of the "shadows" or "informers" that I wish to speak.... 

(Pinkerton to Gladstone, July 8th, 1882, HO 144/1537, BJP) 
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He then went on to offer sound advice on the best type of informants, the need to 

select honest ones, never to use them as witnesses in court and never to give them rewards as 

it breeds dishonesty. The Home Office saw it as a pitch by Pinkerton's to be employed by 

the British government to carry out this type of work in America and, after consultations with 

Anderson, Harcourt, Jenkinson and Spencer, it was decided not to pursue it at that stage 

(Spencer to Gladstone, August 23rd, 1882, Gladstone Papers, BM Add. MS 44309, BJP). 

However, with its background and its ability to operate on a national basis, 

Pinkerton's proved to be extremely useful investigative tool that MPSB could utilise to carry 

out its enquiries in the United States. Its efficacy is borne out by the numerous references to it 

in the Chief Constable's Register. A block entry of five reads: - 

Pinkerton, Messrs - re. observation on: 

Skevitt in New York 

John Walsh alias Walters 
Hickman 

Komer 
Forley 

- transmitting accounts for services rendered 

Several other entries relating to Pinkerton's are recorded in a different format i. e. 

"Benson, Harry - Messrs. Pinkerton forwarding account re. ", where only the subject name differs from 

entry to entry. The use of Pinkerton's was not confined to intelligence gathering but also 

extended to evidential enquiries on behalf of MPSB "Cohen, Joseph - account re. enquiries by 

Messrs. Pinkerton re. watch". It will be recalled that Cohen was an additional suspect in the Callan 

and Harkins case who died just before the arrival of the detectives at his address. 

Monro's memoirs confirm the use of Pinkerton's as the preferred operational contact 

point: - 
Minute enquiries as to his previous occupation, employees, friends etc in America 

were made and his replies recorded, immediate investigation being made in America 
through Pinkerton's Agency as to the truth of his statements. 

(Morro memoirs, 1903, p. 72) 
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The co-operation between MPSB and Pinkerton's was a bilateral one, as revealed by 

the following entry "Pinkerton, Robert - requesting assistance for his detective in Cronin case". Further 

entries show that the detective was a J. R. Saville and his job was "looking after John P. Hayes 

suspected of the murder". Dr. Patrick Cronin was a prominent Chicago member of Clan na Gael 

who, after falling out with its leader Alexander Sullivan over the use of the organisations 

funds, was expelled and then murdered on May 4th, 1889 (Le Caron, 1894). Five men stood 

trial and were convicted of taking part in the deed. They did not include a "John P. Hayes". 

Pinkerton's had no doubt as to who was behind the murder and shared their opinion with 

MPSB "Sullivan, Alexander - Pinkertons states he was instigator of Cronin's murder". 

MPSB Detectives Abroad 

When and where necessary, the detectives of the Metropolitan Police travelled abroad, 

either to carry out their enquiries or to carry out surveillance on suspects. They were no 

strangers to Europe, especially Paris, and even crossed the Atlantic to America in the course 

of their enquiries. Indeed, they were not the only detectives to do so. Jerome Caminada 

describes how, at the behest of his own Manchester force, he travelled to the USA in 1881 in 

connection with the investigation into the bomb attack on Salford Infantry Barracks by the 

Skirmishers and again in 1882 after the murders of Cavendish and Burke in Phoenix Park, 

Dublin (Caminada, 1900). He also describes trips to Paris and Hamburg in connection with 

local Irish extremist links. 

Maurice Moser, an Inspector in the Metropolitan Police Irish Bureau, reveals in his 

memoirs how he carried out surveillance in Paris on Irish suspects. This was with the full 

knowledge and co-operation of the French police, which even extended to help him to drug the 

drink of a suspect, relieve him of his recently collected mail, steam it open, then copy and 

return it before he regained conciousness (Moser, 1890). 
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Moser was also involved in an audacious attempt to remove from French soil, to 

whence they had earlier, two of the main suspects for the Phoenix Park murders, Frank Byrne 

and Patrick Tynan. The French Government had refused to extradite them and they planned 

to take a ship to America. Posing as a Polish Count, he befriended the two and induced them 

to take a trip on his ocean going yacht prior to their departure. The party were on their way 

to the jetty at Le Havre when Byrne ran into an acquaintance of his. The "Count" was 

introduced, prompting the comment from the acquaintance to Byrne that "You'd better be careful 

Byrne, for he bears a very striking resemblance to Detective Inspector Morris Moser of Scotland Yard" 

(Bussey, 1910, p. 115). Byrne and Tynan decided not to undertake the proffered sea voyage. 

Based on an assessment of Moser's previous exploit with the drugged suspect (see 

Chapter One) and the enormous political, diplomatic and legal difficulties that would have 

arisen if the kidnap attempt had been successful, it is probable that the whole plan was 

Moser's and did not involve any Metropolitan Police knowledge, let alone official sanction. 

Tellingly, Moser makes no mention of the incident in his own memoirs (Moser, 1890). 

In terms of sophistication, the culmination of official covert operations conducted 

abroad must be the one mounted by MPSB prior to Queen Victoria's Jubilee celebrations on 

June 21st, 1887. The main protagonist in this alleged attempt to place a bomb in Westminster 

Abbey was a well known Fenian from the days of 1867 called General F. F. Millen. Initially, 

he based himself in Paris and later Boulogne. MPSB enlisted the services of Superintendent 

Thomson (who, as an Inspector in the Detective Department, had arrested Richard Burke in 

1867). He and his wife became friendly with Millen and used this fact to keep him under close 

observation. Chief Superintendent Adolphus Williamson, was then sent out to confront 

Millen with the facts of what he was planning, all of which had been carefully assembled by 

the Irish Bureau. The upshot was that Millen did not come to the UK and two men, Callan 

and Harkins, were arrested, charged and sentenced to fifteen years imprisonment each for their 
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part of the plot (Le Caron, 1894). 

The story is more complex and murkier than outlined above, particularly as Millen had 

been an informer for the British Government since 1865 (Quinlivan and Rose, 1982). 

Commenting on Robert Anderson's version of these events, Detective Superintendent John 

Mallon of the DMP wrote "Millen humbugged them. " (Bussy, 1910 p. 161). He was not alone in 

this opinion and a question mark concerning the reality of the plot has hung over the affair 

ever since (Porter, 1987). However, as Monro describes it in some detail in his memoirs 

(p. 67-90), as well as recounting it in his evidence to the House of Commons Select Committee 

set up to enquire into certain aspects of it (see Le Caron, 1894, who quotes in full the 

evidence as reported byThe Times), there seems to be good reason to suppose that a "Jubilee 

Plot" really did exist, in some form or another. Whether it could have come to fruition remains 

a matter for debate. 

Whatever the true facts, the story does illustrate the point that the activities of the 

Metropolitan Police and the Manchester City Police detectives did not end at their Force 

boundaries. Acting together, they and other Forces formed a de facto national police 

investigative and intelligence gathering organisation. 

Surveillance at Ports 

The final element in the system for the gathering of overt information and intelligence 

was carried out by the MPSB officers who were posted to ports throughout Britain and on 

the mainland of Europe. A watch had first been kept at certain British ports in Elizabethan 

time to prevent the arrival of unwelcome visitors, particularly Irishmen. On February 17th, 

1598, ýQueen Elizabeth the 1st signed a Royal Decree which declared: - 

Speciall persons to be appointed in every port, and to suffer no Shipp or vessell to 

land any person before they be viewed and examined as to the cause of their cominge 
into the Realm, And if there appear not manifest and juste cause of their cominge as 
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being known merchants, or known servants to merchants, or showing some good 
warrant from the Quenes Majesties Generall Governors on the other side of the seas, 
Then either to committ them to prison or to caus them to be stayd on shipboard untill 
their examination be sent to the counsell..... all persons of Ireland..... shall present 
himself. And if such person..... being discovered by any other means shalbe 
(sic) committed to prison. 

(State Papers - Domestic Elizabeth (S. P. 12) Vol. 267 no. 66, PRO) 

The document is remarkable in that it contains so many elements of current legislation. 

For instance, the Decree sets out six ports where the examination of passengers will occur 

(Dover, Sandwich, Rye, Gravesend, Yarmouth and London), echoing the "designated ports" 

concept of the Prevention of Terrorism Act, 1989. The Decree also proscribes the details 

required to be given by each person, a requirement also laid down under the 1989 Act. 

By November 1886, in reponse to the wave of extreme Irish nationalist attacks, the 

Metropolitan Police had posted thirty nine officers to ports throughout the country 

(Metropolitan Police Orders, November 27th, 1886). They were sent to reinforce and extend 

the coverage provided by members of the Royal Irish Constabulary (RIC), who, since 1848, 

had been stationed at the main ports which linked Britain with Ireland (Kee, 1972). 

The role and activities of these temporarily posted Metropolitan Police officers is 

described by Sweeney, who carried them out when he was posted to Hull: - 

All foreigners, especially Irish Americans, were carefully shadowed. Men were sent 
from headquarters to various ports, to board all incoming vessels, and scrutinise 

everyone who disembarked, watching all suspected persons, and making sure that all 
baggage was properly examined by the Customs Officials. 

(Sweeney, 1904, p. 51) 

The entries in the Chief Constable's Register reveal a previously unknown picture of 

their day to day activities at ports. It serves to illustrate the thoroughness with which the 
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Metropolitan Police approached the problem of identifying and screening Irishmen and Irish- 

Americans entering Britain. 

As well as interrogating passengers from Ireland and the Continent and examining their 

luggage, MPSB officers also took a great interest in the comings and goings of "cattlemen". The 

Chief Constable's Register has numerous entries relating to this activity and based on these 

reports, it probably occurred as follows. 

Ships carrying cattle arrived at Gravesend, Thames Haven and probably other ports as 

well. They were tended by various individuals who, because they were Irish or possibly in 

some cases Irish Americans, MPSB wished to scrutinise them closely. The opening of a new 

cattle wharf at Thames Haven is recorded by a press extract to that effect and the seven 

reports from an Inspector Roberts giving the names of particular cattlemen indicate that there 

was probably a regular police presence there, even if it was not an MPSB one. 

Reports indicate that particular attention, enough at least to justify the submitting of 

an individual report, was given to cattlemen who stayed in London, who gave "wrong addresses" 

or were otherwise categorised as "suspicious" e. g "Corcoran, Martin - Cattleman giving wrong address" 

and "Connell, Thomas (cattleman) - Suspect staying in London". It is also likely that large numbers of 

individuals were involved and hence they were dealt with by way of a "proforma". This 

suggestion is supported by an entry in one of the Special Account ledgers which records the 

payment of £1-7-6 on December 5th, 1890 to "Messrs McCorquodale for Cattlemen forms of April 

last". 

The focusing of police attention on cattlemen was not just confined to MPSB. Other 

Forces were also involved, for example "Norwich Police - Letter sent to re. cattle stolen in Ireland" and 

"Glasgow Police - Reply from re. cattlemen". There was also government assistance as well "Cattle, 

stolen - Major Gosselin transmitting file re. " and "Trade, Board of - Asking particulars as to cattlemen. " 

Nicholas Gosselin was appointed in 1883 to establish and lead a provincial version of 
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Jenkinson's "Secret Service" (Porter, 1987). In the wake of the resignation of Edward Jenkinson 

in 1887, to his disappointment, he was not offered that post but he continued in a similiar 

capacity until his retirement in 1905, when he was described as "Chief of the Intelligence 

Department of Ireland in England" (O'Broin, 1976). 

MPSB also collated reports from other parts of the country concerning cattle and 

cattlemen. For instance, three entries are linked by consecutive file numbers "Cattle - Two men 

charged with conspiracy to prevent the sale of" and "Cattle - Boycotted at Salford" whilst the third reads 

"Liverpool - Two men convicted of boycotting cattle". 

A fourth report identifies one of the men charged as Laurence Bellew, thus indicating a 

probable Irish dimension to the affair and hence the police interest in it. 

There was also a trans-Atlantic aspect to this activity. Monro, the Assistant 

Commissioner and head of Special Branch, wrote to the New York Police concerning 

cattlemen and received a reply. The context is unknown but one result of it is detailed in an 

entry with a corresponding file number "United States inspector - At Deptford, enquiries as to 

cattlemen". 

For an unknown reason, probably in April of 1892, cattlemen ceased to be of interest 

to MPSB "Cattlemen - Reports may now cease". Their particulars had been recorded since at least 

April of 1889, as indicated by the payment of the bill to Messrs. McCorquodale, detailed 

above. It is not possible to measure the success or otherwise of the operation but what the 

records do show is yet another aspect of the systematic way that the early Special Branch 

went about its business on collecting and collating information and intelligence. 

Surveillance at Foreig Ports 

The Metropolitan Police had recognised for many years the value of having officers 

permanently present at the London railway terminii that served the continent. This presence 
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was over and above uniform patrol officers and was in place at least ten years before the Irish 

situation had developed into concerted attacks in London. Police Orders of Tuesday, 16th 

January, 1872 called for "Volunteers for Special Duty -A 1st Class Sergeant required for plain clothes duty 

at Charing Cross Railway Station, to be attached to E Division. " It was at this station that the 

continental boat train arrived from Paris. 

Driven by the need to combat the attacks on mainland Britain in general and in London 

in particular, it was but a short step of logic to extend the presence of such officers to 

continental ports where transatlantic vessels docked. MPSB officers were therefore posted to 

the main Channel ports in France and the Hague (Porter, 1987). Entries in the Chief 

Constable's Register relating to the withdrawal of "Special" officers from individual ports 

reveal that in addition to these, they also operated in Christiansand (Sweden), Copenhagen 

(Denmark) and Cuxhaven (Germany). 

By 1890 the presence of the RIC at ports was being scaled down "Ports, RIC at - 

Intention to reduce RIC officers" and indeed, action already had been taken along these lines "New 

Milford - Discontinuance of RIC at port - Miscellaneous, 4.8.90". Similiar sentiments were also being 

expressed about MPSB officers "Ports, Officers at - Home Office thinks they may be reduced" and 

"Customs Authorities - recommending reduction of police at Gravesend". 

However, the Metropolitan Police Special Branch retained this national responsibility 

until 1977 when it was transferred to the Special Branches of the police forces in whose area 

the port is located, a step which was followed by the return of the MPSB officers to London. 

Today, the MPSB National Ports Office still plays a co-ordinating and advisory role with 

regard to the border control aspects of Special Branch and general policing at ports on the 

British mainland. 
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Covert Information and Intelligence Gathering 

Overt sources were but one option available to MPSB to gather information and 

intelligence. The second option was the use of covert sources over and above that of physical 

surveillance. Perhaps the most obvious, and frequently used source to obtain secret 

information and intelligence, was from informants. Due to the importance of this mechanism 

and the results it provided, it will not be dealt with here as it merits a chapter of its own, 

Chapter Six. The first aspect of covert information and intelligence gathering links straight 

back to Chapter Two, as it concerns how this was carried out at public meetings which were 

believed by MPSB to be connected in some way to the Irish nationalist movement. 

MPSB Monitoring of Relevant Public Meetings 

This was carried out in two ways, either by informants or by MPSB officers. The 

former method is dealt with in Chapter Five when the whole issue of informants and their 

handling is covered in depth. Suffice to say here that it did occur, as illustrated by an entry in 

an Accounts ledger "August 23rd, 1889 - Loughton, expenses attending Convention of Irish National 

League". Informants were in a better position than officers to attend private meetings, to get to 

know key personalities and to provide intimate details of finances and membership. 

The second method was to use plain clothes officers to attend the meeting and then 

report on events. It is probable that the great majority of meetings that were covered were 

done in this way. Sweeney (1904) writes of his attending "hundreds" of Irish related meetings 

gatherings: - 

Besides carefully watching individuals, it was our business to keep an eye on the 

revolutionaries when they met together in large gatherings. They were fond of 

congregating together, and had also a troublesome weakness for interfering with the 

meetings of people more respectable than themselves. During the years 1886 - 1890 

the Land Leaguers and seditious people generally were particularly busy in holding 

gatherings of their own and in interfering with other political meetings. 

(Sweeney, 1904, p. 45) 
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As well as the sort of meeting described above, Sweeney goes on to describe another 

aspect of the covert police coverage of meetings: - 

Besides sharing in the protection of legitimate gatherings, it was part of my business, 

with a view to public safety, to attend meetings and watch rendezvous of the Clan na 

Gael agents. Being an Irishman born and bred, I knew quite as much of the Irish 

language as did the people who I had to watch and so was specially selected for this 

work. 

(Sweeney, 1904, p. 49) 

His linguistic talents should have held him in good stead but were rather underused as 

he goes on to recall that the only time that the only time that he was present when no English 

at all was spoken was at one social event. 

There is no trace in the Chief Constable's Register of the volume of reports that may 

be expected from attendance at so many meetings by Sweeney and others. This may be 

because reports were not written unless the information gleaned necessitated it, they may 

have been recorded elsewhere, or Sweeney has exaggerated the number of meetings. Sweeney's 

assessment of the level of coverage increasingly appears to be generally accurate and hence 

they may have been recorded elsewhere. However, no actual reports of meetings came to light 

in the course of this research. 

The Register does however have dozens, as opposed to hundreds, of entries relating to 

meetings. They show that they were held in halls and private adresses and therefore ranged in 

size from the intimate to the large scale attendances at national conventions. 

In terms of volume, the greatest number of meeting reports by a named MPSB officer 

came from PC Foley who submitted twenty four on the Anti-Coercion Committee and ten on 

the Anti-Coercion League. The latter organisation (although they were probably one and the 

same) was also the subject of five reports from PC Culhane and three by PC Boulter. Little or 

no detail of their contents is given. 
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The Chief Constable's Register contains interesting information not only on meetings 

but, more importantly, on the organisations that received the attentions of the "Special' 

Department. Having looked briefly at the methodology of how these meetings were reported 

on, it is also possible to analyse what organisations were subjected to it and then to explore 

the reasons behind why it was felt necessary to do so. 

Irish Organisations of Particular Interest to MPSB 

Table 4.9 below shows, in alphabetical order, all the thirty Irish or Irish related 

organisations which are referred to, in one context or another, in the Chief Constable's 

Register. - 

Table 4.9 

Alphabetical List of Irish/Irish Related Organisations 

as Recorded in the Chief Constables Register 

Amnesty Association 

Amnesty Committee 
Anti-Coercion League 

Anti-Coercion League & Home Rule Committee 
Ancient Order of Hibernians (AOH) 

Clan na Gael 
Dundalk Young Ireland Society 

Fenian Brotherhood 
Gaelic Athletic Association (GAA) 

Hibernian Club 

Irish Association (Irish Club) 
Irish Democratic Federation 

Irish Literary Society 
Irish National Federation 

Irish National Foresters (INF) 

Irish National League (INL) 

Irish Parliamentary Party 

Irish Republican Brotherhood (IRB) 

Irish Volunteers 
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Land League 
Ladies Land League 

Loyal Orange Institution 
Loyal Orange and Patriotic Union 

National Federation 
National Land League 

Parnell Leadership Committee 
Ribbon Societies 

Society of Independent Irishmen 
United Irishmen Society 

Young Ireland League 

By counting every reference to each of the above named organisations it is possible to 

tabulate them in descending numerical order (see Table 4.10 below). Once this is done, a 

general sense of the investigative priorities of MPSB concerning the monitoring of 

organisations can then be obtained: - 

Table 4.10 
Investigative Priorities of the Metropolitan Police Special Branch 

re. Irish and IrishRelated Organisations 

Organisation 

name 

Nos. of 
References in 
C. C. Register 

Irish National League 116 

Anti-Coercion League & 64 
Home Rule Committee 

Irish National Foresters 29 
Irish Republican Brotherhood 25 

Clan na Gael 22 
Fenian Brotherhood 13 
Parnell Leadership Committee 12 
Ancient Order of Hibernians 8 
Amnesty Association 5 
Irish Literary Association 5 
Dundalk Young Ireland Society 4 
United Irishmen Society 3 

Loyal Irish & Patriotic Union 2 

All others listed in Table 4.9 1 (each) 
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Early British concern with the possible links between India and Ireland at the 

revolutionary and separatist level can also be seen in the Chief Constable's Register. There are 

a total of five particular entries, probably referring to two different individuals, and of these 

four are linked to Ireland. The first two have an identical 3824 reference number "Oldfield, Jane - 

calling at Office re. "Jehangir Prestonje" and "Indian, an - works (sic) said to be connected with Fenianism". 

The second set of entries, both recorded as "3670/35" are "Indian, "Kaoroji" - offering to 

proceed to Ireland as delegate" and "Naoroji - offering to proceed to Ireland as delegate". The final entry, 

whilst it concerns "Naoroji", cannot be firmly linked to Ireland, although it may well be if it 

refers to the meetings regularly held by the Amnesty Movement. It reads "Naoroji, D- promising 

to attend Hyde Park meeting". It is possible that the individual concerned was Dadabhai Naoroji, 

who, in 1892, became the first Asian to be elected as an Member of Parliament (Guardian 

Education, October 17th, 2000, p. 17). 

The Irish National League 

It can be seen that the organisation referred to the most, by a factor of two over its 

nearest rival, was the Irish National League (INL). Contemporary evidence can be adduced to 

show that this result was not a statistical quirk or the product of a skewed record keeping 

system. Patrick MacTntyre recalled the activities of "Special" over the period covered by the 

Chief Constable's Register. - 

Things lulled at Scotland Yard after the convictions of the Dynamitards. It was even 
proposed to do away altogether with the political department. But it had been noticed, 
during our shadowing of O'Connor, that he had visited a number of London Irishmen 

prominently connected with the Nationalist movement. The Irish National League of 
Great Britain was consequently believed to be impregnated with revolutionary ideas, 

and we speedily received instruction to attend the meetings of the metropolitan 
branches...... Reports were made by the officers and sent to Mr Jenkinson, who by this 
time had blossomed into a most important individual at the Home Office. 

(MacIntyre, Reynold's Newspaper, March 17th, 1895, p. 5) 
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Interest in the INL was reflected at the top of the political department, with Anderson, 

in one of the few dated entries "acquainting the Commissioner with the state of the INL in London - 

Westminster Branch. 17.4.89". Examining the entries relating to the INL, a picture of its 

organisation in London can be built up. As Maclntyre stated, it was divided into branches, 

seven of which are named in the Register. They are tabulated below, with the earliest dated 

report that can be associated with each of them: - 

Table 4.11 
Branches of the Irish National League Referred to 

in the Chief Constable's Register 

INL Branch name 
Father Sheehy 
Westminster 

Deptford 
United Irishmen 

Lawrence O'Toole 
Charles Stewart Parnell 

Central 

Date of earliest report 
1.2.89 
17.4.89 

29.4.89 
27.1.91 

11.2.91 
3.10.91 

No associated date 

In the case of the Central Branch, an undated entry refers to its formation but there is 

no other reporting about it. The INL was not purely a London wide organisation. An entry 

states "Centres, INL - Fourteen to be in Great Britain" and the INL yearly Convention was held in 

various locations throughout the country. As well as being held in London (1891), it was also 

held in Manchester (1888), Edinburgh on September 27th, 1890 ("Mr Parnell opposes") and 

Bradford in 1892. 

A further indicator of the prominence given to penetrating the INL is the variety of 

methods that were employed to gather information and intelligence about it and the breadth of 

the product that was obtained from them. 

One of the quickest and most obvious means of monitoring the activities of the INL 
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was to read its newspaper, "United Ireland". This was carried out by MPSB and 2% of the 

press related entries in the Register refer to it (see Table 4.3). Another method, as already 

detailed, was for detectives to attend its meetings. The tone of meetings could be gauged, 

regular speakers and attendees identified and those with a prediliction for a "physical force" 

solution singled out for closer surveillance. However, from a detectives' perspective, neither 

method could answer the crucial question of what was going on in the organisation outside the 

environment of the public meeting. 

It was here that the use of informants proved most valuable; to provide covert access 

to secret intelligence from its innermost circles. Why had John Brady been "dismissed from the 

Irish National League" ? When David Barrett had been "appointed organiser of the I. N. League", who 

had lobbied on his behalf and, more importantly, who felt slighted over the appointment? To 

obtain information like this, well placed informants were vital. 

There is no doubt that they existed. An entry in the Chief Constable's Register refers 

to a report on "Fenian members - now joining INL in London" and it can be identified by its file 

number as originating from Hanlon, an informant on the regular payroll of MPSB from 1888 

to 1907 (see Chapter Five). The Special Account ledger for 1888 records "August 23rd - 

Loughton expenses attending Convention I. N. L. Manchester - £3-10/-" . Loughton too was a registered 

informant for many years from 1888 until his death in 1899. 

Two entries in the Register may indicate that at one stage, the organiser of the INL 

may have been a Special Branch informant. The first entry reads "Kelly, Timothy - Information re. 

by informant "Cardiff", whilst a second states "Flynn (Cardiff) - Dismissed as organiser of INL". 

However, it is possible that the reference to Cardiff in the latter case may relate to his link in 

some way to the city of that name rather than an informants surname or pseudonym. 

Coverage of the INL also extended to obtaining photographs of its members "Bacon, 

James - supplying photos of delegates to Convention" and to its finances "Foley, PC - submits copy of 
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balance sheet of INL". All this activity provides the context for Patrick Maclntyre's words: - 

When the political department was first started in `83, one officer was attending to all 
the duties in connection with Fenianism, Anarchism and the other numerous "isms". 

..... 
At the present time, what have we instead? Forty men doing the same work. The 

Irish situation, of course, occupies some of their attention, for all the National League 

clubs have still to be looked after. But, speaking generally, the increase of staff is due 

to the invention of new explosives and the general development of certain 
"resources of civilization". 

(MacIntyre, Reynold's Newspaper, April 14th, 1895, p. 4) 

Maclntyre also makes an interesting statement concerning what exactly Special Branch 

were monitoring when they dedicated their resources to targetting the Irish National League: - 

... when I have been at branches of the Irish National League, I have heard members 
of this gang making the most violent, anti-English orations. I remember one Sunday 

night attending a League meeting where the President got up and denounced me as 
a spy. The same individual, as I afterwards learned, was one of the gentlemen 

employed by Winter.... There were in every branch of the League one or more of 
Winter's men. They were well fed and had plenty of money at their command. What a 

wonder then that crime was not manufactured in big quantities..... when they were 
being egged on by men who only joined the League for the purpose of associating it 

with dynamite conspiracies and other crimes. 

(MacIntyre, Reynold's Newspaper, May 5th, 1895, p. 3) 

If his allegation is correct, and there is nothing in the "Special" documents examined in 

this research which would substantiate it directly, then the situation must have existed where 

Jenkinson's organisation (who employed Winter) was trying hard to foment illegal activity 

whilst Special Branch were devoting much time and effort to detecting and disrupting it. 

Further details of some aspects of the working relationship between Jenkinson, Monro and 

Gosselin, the triumvirate most closely involved in secret work from the mid-1880s onward, 

will be examined later on in Chapter Six 
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In the following section, evidence will be presented concerning the final element of the 

covert police intelligence gathering system; the systematic monitoring of convicted extreme 

Irish nationalists through their letters and visitors. 

MPSB Surveillance of Convicts their Visitors and Contacts 

In all the research amongst published secondary works conducted for this thesis, there 

is no mention of this aspect of MPSB surveillance. However, the entries in the Chief 

Constable's Register unequivocally indicate that not only did it occur but that it did so in an 

organised and comprehensive manner. 

Only three prisons are mentioned by name in connection with Irish prisoners. 

Millbank Prison has one entry, when the Governor wrote regarding the "Special Irish prisoners". 

Portland has four entries, two referring to visitors to the prison, including Chief Inspector 

Littlechild, and two relating to the release of prisoners on completion of their sentence "John 

Magee" and "Harkins -Released from Portland and left for New York on 12.8.91". All the other entries 

refer to Chatham Prison. 

There are a considerable number of them but unfortunately, one hundred and fifty four 

entries are only in the form of their file number, listed under the heading of "Chatham Prison 

(Governor o o" rather than individual reports with a heading which indicates their content. 

However, a sufficient number of other entries exist, scattered throughout the Register, to give 

a reasonable indication of how the monitoring was carried out and who was considered worthy 

of record. 

The monitoring covered four aspects of the convicts lives; their visitors ("Anderson, 

Revd. A- Visiting convict John Daly"), letters written by them to people outside the prison ("Aunt 

- Copy of letter written by Thomas Gallagher to his"), letters sent to them ("Barton, Tim - Mentioned in 

letter to Dalton") and the conversations that they had ("Egan, James - Copy of conversation with"). As 

284 



well as their contacts with visitors, the entries show that Chief Inspector Littlechild 

interviewed some of them, at least one at his own request ("Chandler (convict) - wishing to give 

information to police" and "wishing to see Chief Inspector Littlechild"). 

Another convict that he interviewed was "Henry Wilson", the name used by Tom 

Clarke when arrested and convicted "Littlechild, Ch. Insp. - Hy. Wilson (cony. ) Writes to his sister re. 

interview by". His dual identity was known at this stage and his correspondence is therefore 

recorded under both names. 

A particular interest seems to have been taken in identifying "Ansburg", whom Wilson 

aka Clarke mentions in his letters. This task was eventually accomplished by Special Branch, 

as an entry in the Register reads "Ansburgh, William - Correct name William Dowd". Littlechild may 

not have been too astonished to discover that this self-same Tom Clarke was executed by 

British Army firing squad in May 1916 as one of the leading lights in the Easter Rising. His 

old age, the intervening years and his earlier incarceration in Chatham Prison did not seem to 

dim his insurrectionary fervour. 

Similarly, the visits of Dr Mark Ryan to the convicts "James Egan", "Thomas Gallagher" 

and "John Daly" would have been of more than passing interest to Special Branch and these are 

dutifully recorded in the Chief Constable's Register. -Egan was serving life imprisonment on 

conviction for Treason Felony relating to explosions in London and the Midlands in 1885, 

Gallagher was undergoing the same sentence in connection with the bombs in London and the 

Birmingham bomb factory in 1883 whilst Daly was also convicted of Treason Felony in 1884 

(Fairfield, 1953, p. 250). 

Ryan had been an active advocate of physical force since he took part in the abortive 

rising in Ireland in March 1867 (Ryan, 1946). Consequently, he was well aware that his letters 

were intercepted: - 
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On my frequent visits to Ireland I was also shadowed by "G" men in Dublin and by 

policemen in the provinces. My letters were also opened at the Post Office, by 

arrangement with Scotland Yard. I had proof of this when one evening an Inspector 

informed me that I had sent a letter containing money to a certain member of our 

organisation in Dublin, whom he named. The Inspector quoted for me the following 

passage in my letter "remember that money is scarce for organising purposes. Local 

men must do local work once you have established a `Centre' in a place. 

(Ryan, 1946, p. 59) 

Like Clarke, Ryan took an active, lifelong part in pursuing the aims of the physical 

force faction, rising to become, by 1891, a member of the Supreme Council of the Irish 

Republican Brotherhood (O'Broin, 1976). He went on to play a role in the Easter Rising, 

acting as a recruiting agent in England and sending over men to take part in it (Ryan, 1946). He 

lived to see the end of the IRB as an organisation when, in 1924 it finally dissolved itself 

(O'Broin, 1976). 

Ryan died on June 17th, 1940 (Ryan, 1946), a few months after the IRA campaign 

which began in January 1939 ended ignominously with the hanging of two of its members, 

Peter Barnes and James Richards, who were convicted of the murder of five civilians who 

were killed by an IRA bomb explosion in Broad Street, Coventry (Fairfield, 1953). With the 

death of Ryan, the last living link with the abortive rising of 1865, the Fenian activities of 

1867, the Dynamite Campaign of the 1880s and the Easter Rising of 1916, had finally been 

broken. 

In this chapter the mechanisms have been examined that were employed to collect and 

use the three fundamental requirements of a police counter terrorism organisation; information, 

intelligence and evidence. All of the methods described in this chapter can be broadly 

categorised as "surveillance" and as has been shown, these activities went far beyond the 

physical surveillance of suspects by plain clothes officers. It encompassed both overt and 
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covert sources and extended into areas not previously suspected. 

Comprehensive as these operational techniques were, one final method remains to be 

examined. As an integral part of policing, it is as old as crime itself and when it comes to 

countering the activities of extreme Irish nationalists, its use extends back into the mists of 

Irish history. No-one has received more opprobium from nationalists or been so crucial to the 

activities of the detectives than the informant. The next chapter, based on previously 

unavailable primary source material, is an analysis of their use by the Metropolitan Police 

Special Branch, from 1888 onwards. 

NOTES 

(1) Once more, the detectives and their methods appear to have provided the basis 

for literary fiction. Conan Doyle, in various Sherlock Holmes stories such as "The 

. Study in Scarlet ", has Holmes employing small boys, known as the "Baker Street 

Irregulars", to assist him in his own detective adventures by carrying out surveillance on 

his behalf. It is not a police practice that would be tolerated today. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

THE METHODOLOGY OF POLICE OPERATIONS (ii) - INFORMANTS 

Chapter Four put forward the proposition that the two core elements in police 

counter-terrorism methodology, the use of surveillance and the use of informants, were taken 

into use by the "new police" virtually concomitantly with their formation. Firstly, the 

methodology was used in the field of political intelligence gathering and later on, as a 

mechanism to counter extreme Irish nationalists. The chapter looked at the use of surveillance 

in both the narrow and broader sense of the word and how the activities of the MPSB in the 

late 1880's and early 1890's showed the continuing development of a complex system to 

achieve this. A further, vital contribution to this system was made by the MPSB recruitment 

and use of informants. This aspect of their work will be examined in depth during this chapter. 

In contemporary society, the world of informants, and the use that the police make of 

them, is generally shrouded in secrecy. For obvious reasons, contemporaneous documentary 

sources are difficult to come by or are classified material and hence are not available for 

research and publication. When dealing with historical research into this crucial aspect of 

policing the difficulty of obtaining access to material is compounded by the scarcity of any 

written records. This is particularly so in the context of extreme Irish nationalism and how it 

was policed in Victorian Britain. However, it can be demonstrated that a careful examination 

of the primary documents that do exist, combined with various contemporary published 

accounts which touch on the topic, can yield interesting and original results. 

As well as the paucity of material that can be directly attributed to informants, the 

researcher must also be constantly aware that if such material is found, it should be treated 

with great caution as it is likely to have passed through numerous "filters" before arriving in 
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its current form. This is an inevitable consequence of the mechanism of how it was 

obtained. The informant may only be aware of some of the facts, they may only choose to 

pass on what he or she considers that the handler will wish to know or they are prepared to 

tell them. The handler in turn may officially make known what he perceives that senior 

officers will look upon favourably. These distortions, intentional or otherwise, should always 

be borne in the mind of any researcher before they formulate any conclusions based on such 

material. 

One of the earliest documents relating to the work of an informant at the behest of the 

Metropolitan Police is of particular relevance on two counts. Firstly, the informant was 

expected to provide information in the field of foreign communities in London and secondly, it 

clearly indicates the kind ofintelligence that the police were eager to acquire. The document is 

in French, with a contemporary translation, and is dated 1851. It states: - 

I, Joseph Blareau, I propose to discover all the private arrangements of the members of 

the divers (sic) clubs held by the strangers now in London, that is to say, all enemy 
measures of order and of the peace of the Metropolis and to communicate such 

arrangements, so that the place or places, time or times of all projects or collisions 

against the Residents, Shopkeepers, or the Police of the Metropolis as also the 

manner the rioters will be armed and all resolutions adopted by the clubs and secret 

committees. I undertake willingly to perform all here above mentioned on condition 
that my name be kept secret, as also my communications, in such a way as to render it 
impossible to discover I am the informant. I shall also receive a Salary of thirty shillings a 

week, to cover my expenses, which said salary might be augmented in proportion to 

the importance of my information, and according to the expenses I shall be at in 

attending the different clubs. 

(Blareau, letter or agreement dated May 10th, 1851, MEPO 2/43, BJP) 

The agreement makes it very clear that the Metropolitan Police viewed the refugee 

communities as a potential source of public disorder and were anxious to secure tactical 

intelligence that would enable them to pre-empt or successfully counter any such activity. 
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This was Popay's exact tasking less than twenty years previously. It shows that the 

Metropolitan Police were willing to pay well and regularly for their information and 

intelligence and these operational aspects are echoed almost exactly some fifty seven years 

later in the Special Account ledgers. 

Chief Inspector Littlechild, the head of the "Special" branch in the late 1880s, was 

aware of the potential pitfalls concerning the use of informants, opining that they are "very apt 

to drift into an agent provocateur in his anxiety to secure a conviction, and therefore he requires careful 

watching" (Littlechild, 1894, p. 96). However, they were an indispensable part of the working 

life of a detective. For the informant, there were two main advantages to this relationship; the 

ability of the detective "to save him from trouble" (Littlechild, 1894, p. 96) and the remuneration 

they received for their activities. 

There are always two key elements to the systematic use by police of informants. One 

is the informant themselves and the second, inextricably linked to it, is their police "handler". 

Most, if not all of the information concerning the details of the relationship remains unknown 

and unknowable. Even if, by some quirk of fate, the full records concerning the meetings 

between a Victorian informer and his MPSB detective handler turned up tomorrow, experience 

indicates that what was written down would only be what the informant wished to reveal to 

his handler and this, in turn, would reflect what the handler wished to make known to his 

superiors. 

The point is illustrated by Superintendent John Mallon, head of `G' Division of the 

DMP and a man who was no stranger to the use of informants, especially extreme Irish 

nationalist ones. He reported the words of his colleague and friend Adolphus Williamson, 

Chief Constable of the Metropolitan Police CID and ultimately, the head of Special Branch: - 

The four essentials for a policeman are truthfulness, sobriety, punctuality and 

tremendous care as to what you tell superiors. 

(Williamson quoted in Bussey, 1910, p. 15) 
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According to Mallon, Williamson went on to elaborate his last point by offering his 

own advice that a constable: - 

... 
had to carefully put out all that he had to say in the palm of his hand, and look at it 

with great concern to see whether, and how many ways, it could be twisted by the 

superior; then put it back again and speak with great caution. 

(Mallon quoted in Bussey, 1910, p. 15) 

Contemporaneously, Porter (1987), recognises this process of sanitisation: - 

Scarcely any of the evidence is dependable, because it was not intended to be. We 

are left therefore with surmise. 

(Porter, 1987, p. 67) 

Despite these difficulties, useful and original research is still possible. For example, as 

well as the people identified directly in documents relating to the 1798 insurrection in Ireland 

as informers, at least one other has come to light many years on. Initially, this was because of 

the work of Froude and later, W. J. Fitzpatrick (Boyd, 1984). Samuel Turner, known as 

"Richardson" in the secret files of the British government, was a very successful and influential 

informer. Fitzpatrick claims he was "the most dangerous informer amongst the United Irishmen" 

(Boyd, 1984, p. 10). He was never suspected by the United Irishmen and his role remained 

unknown until Fitzpatrick's research among the state archives, contemporary papers and 

correspondence revealed it. 

A similar approach, by conflating primary sources with published memoirs, is adopted 

here to examine the role of Chief Inspector John Littlechild, the operational head of MPSB 

from its formation in 1887 and who was involved with Irish extremism from 1881 onwards 

until his retirement in 1893. Until now, his book Reminiscences of Chief Inspector Littlechild. 
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published in 1894, appears at first sight to be of limited value to the researcher into political 

policing due to its concentration on criminal matters other than those which occurred as a 

result of his early involvement with extreme Irish nationalism and the formation of the 

Metropolitan Police Special Branch. In his book he writes of. - 

.. the 1881 - 1889 period, of which I shall hereafter to speak in detail when I pen my 

memoirs of these troublesome years. 

(Littlechild, 1894, p. 12) 

It is a matter of regret that he does not appear to have fulfilled his commitment to 

write about the particular experiences of these years. The existing memoir deals mainly with 

the criminal aspects of his work as a detective. Clearly, he was saving the Special Branch 

material for a further, unwritten (or perhaps as yet undiscovered) volume. 

However, there are many aspects covered in his "Reminiscences" that are, by 

extension, of relevance when considering the policing of extreme Irish nationalism. After all, 

the techniques used by the detectives against the criminal members of society during this 

period must also have been deployed against Clan na Gael, the Skirmishers, the Anarchists 

and others. One of these operational techniques was the use by detectives of informants. 

In the current literature, there is no universally applicable definition of what 

constitutes an informer or indeed, whether they are to be called informers or informants. Greer 

considers a police informant to be anyone who gives "information about any matter whatsoever" and 

police informers to be a particular subset of police informants (Greer, 1995, p. 2). Looked at 

from an other perspective, McGartland, who worked as an informer for the RUC Special 

Branch over several years, defines an informer as "A person who passes information to the police" 

and an agent as "An operative tasked to infiltrate an organisation and work undercover" (McGartland, 

1997, Glossary). From their actions, it seems probable that the IRA use a very flexible version 
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of the definition as a basis for the enforcement of their own security and in exercising control 

over the nationalist community. 

The consideration of informers as a particular category of informant is echoed by 

Dillon when citing the definitions of informant and informer provided by the School of Service 

Intelligence, Army Intelligence Wing: - 

An informant is any individual who gives information. The term is generally used to 

describe a casual or undirected source as distinct from an informer, who is normally 

connected with criminal activities, can be directed and receives payment for his 

services. 
(Quoted in Dillon, 1990, p. 309) 

In contrast to this, the Association of Chief Police Officers, in their manual entitled 

"National Guidelines on the Use and Management of Informants and Related Issues" 

(ACPO, 1995) refer throughout to "informants" whereas Greer et al would categorise them as 

"informers". The picture becomes even more clouded in the context of political policing as the 

words "agents" or "sources" are also frequently used by both police and other 

Security/Intelligence agencies when referring to people carrying out fundamentally the same 

role but in the context of terrorism or political crime. 

The ACPO Guidelines strongly emphasised the criminal aspects of the "informants" 

role, as a person involved in or associated with criminality who gives information concerning 

crime or criminals. The emphasis on criminality is also a factor that is echoed in the Army 

Intelligence definition of "informer". By using such a restricted definition, these Guidelines 

excluded people who are active informers, operate at the behest of the police, and who are 

targeted against terrorist groups. Despite that, officers in British forces involved in this work 

were still expected to adhere to the Guidelines. 

The situation was addressed in May 1999 when, driven by the need to ensure 
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compliance with the European Convention on Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, 

ACPO and Her Majesty's Customs and Excise published their jointly prepared "Public 

Statement on Standards in Covert Law Enforcement Techniques" (ACPO, 1999). Linked to 

this were six Codes of Practice, each with their own Manual of Guidance. One related to the 

use of informants in the context of crime and another one to the use of agents in the context of 

terrorism and intelligence gathering. These Codes were subsequently incorporated into the 

Regulation of Investigatory Powers Act, 2000 (RIPA) which received the Royal Assent in 

September 2000, thus placing the definition of an informant (now called a Covert Human 

Intelligence Source - CHIS) on a statutory basis (u MSO, 2000). 

However, the RIPA definition is a broad one, encompassing virtually every 

relationship that a police officer could have with a person who provides any form of 

information. It defines a CHIS as: - 

A person who establishes or maintains a personal or other relationship with a person 

for the covert purpose of facilitating the doing of anything that: - 
- covertly uses such a relationship to obtain information or to provide access to 

any information to another person, or 

- covertly discloses information obtained by the use of such a relationship, or 
as a consequence of the existence of such a relationship. 

(Regulation of Investigatory Powers Act, 2000, Section 26(8)(a)-(c)) 

Paradoxically, there appears to have been more clarity in the mind of Littlechild as to 

the definition of an informer than seemed to exist until the RIPA. When referring to informers, 

Littlechild makes a clear distinction between an "informer" and an "informant". The informer, 

he states, is someone who "has been implicated in a crime, and turned Queens evidence for the sake of 

securing his own safety, and perhaps securing his own neck", whilst an informant, or "nark" is a "more or 

less regular auxiliary of the detective" (Littlechild, 1894, p. 95). 

In his definitions, Littlechild generally accords with Greer, albeit that he recognises an 

296 



"informer" as a different specialised subset of "informant" than Greer proposes. Both types 

are detailed in the MPSB Account ledgers and Register, as described previously and provide 

the basis for the research deliniated in this chapter. 

Littlechild's definitions are important as evidence can be adduced to show that the first 

author of the first MPSB journal, and hence probably the man in overall charge of the 

accounts at the time, was Chief Inspector John Littlechild himself. 

Three facts point to this conclusion. Firstly, in 1887 he was appointed as the officer 

in charge of the newly formed Section d of the CID which latterly came to be known as 

"Special" or "Special Branch"( Metropolitan Police Orders, February 5th 1887). 

Consequently, it would be expected that he would control such sensitive facets of its 

operations as informers and finances. Secondly, in the first of the Metropolitan Police 

"Special" Account ledgers (described in Chapter One) is an entry on October 4th, 1889 which 

reads "Self (Chf Inspt Littlechild) expenses re. Johnsons going to Norwich - £2-18-11". The third fact is 

that, after March 18th, 1893 the handwriting differs noticeably. The final entry in the original 

hand reads "Ch. Insp Littlechild left office on 18th March 1893 on three weeks leave, having his 

resignation in so as to expire with his leave viz. - 9th April. " 

Littlechild did indeed retire on April 9th, 1893, with a pension of £233-6s-8d a year. 
The Secretary of State sent a letter to the Commissioner on April 7th: - 

... to express his appreciation of this Officer's services, which have often been 

commended, particularly in the Special Branch of the Force to which he has been 

attached during the latter years of his service. 

(Metropolitan Police Orders, April 8th, 1893) 

Obviously, another individual then took over the task of completing the journal entries 

as, at the end of that years entries, the "total payments" column is initialled "WM". The new 
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author is identified the following year as the same column is signed "William Melville". 

Inspector Melville was Littlechild's successor as head of Section d (Metropolitan Police 

Orders, May 5th, 1893). 

Whilst the substance of meetings between a handler and his informant is probably now 

beyond the reach of history, by using the MPSB journals and the Chief Constables Register, it 

is possible to link certain informers to particular officers, thus establishing who "handled" 

whom. This can be done directly in certain cases e. g. March 2nd, 1888 "Phelan (Melvilles inft) - 

£1" or December 21st, 1888 "Lordan (new inft. by Insp Quinn see file meetings 10/12/2P) - £1". 

It can also be done indirectly by inference. For instance, on June 6th, 1890 the receipts 

column in the ledger reads "Received cheque for the amount for week ending June 6th with an addition of 

£9-10 for disbursement to Mrs Carey, Fenning and Fletcher during my absence visiting foreign ports. 

Total - £16-10" 

Additionally, there is a similar entry for September 2nd but this time the reason given 

for obtaining the additional money is "while on leave". The clear indication is that the writer of 

these two entries was normally the handler for Mrs Smyth, Fenning and Fletcher. The handler 

was therefore likely to have been Littlechild himself. 

The process can be extended by using entries from the Chief Constables Register. 

Recorded there is a one line summary of the contents of an informants report, or at least the 

fact that one had been submitted concerning that informant. They are often cross referenced 

by subject or by the officer who submitted the report, thus revealing the areas in which they 

were active and the officers who were their "handlers". For instance, the Chief Constables 

Register has an (undated) entry for Littlechild as "visiting foreign ports", thus strengthening the 

premise that Littlechild was the first keeper of the Accounts ledger and that he personally 

dealt with the three informants listed above. 
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A Typology of Police Informants 

The categorisation of "informants" according to how they are deployed is not a new 

concept. It was advanced some 2500 years ago by Sun Tzu in his military treatise Arc of war, in 

which he defined five classes of spies; native spies, inside spies, converted spies, condemned 

spies and surviving spies. Of these, three types are still directly applicable to police work 

today. 

Native spies are "those living in the enemy's country whom we employ as suppliers of valuable 

information" and hence they equate to low level police informants who act as "eyes and ears" 

(known to Littlechild as a "nark"). The inside spies, "dissatisfied enemy officials who we bribe for 

information", are the equivalent of police "participating informants" whilst surviving spies, those 

who carry out "undercover missions within the enemy's territory" are equivalent to undercover police 

officers or informants who have been specifically tasked to carry out certain courses of action 

(Sun Tzu, 1992 translation, p. 52). 

The construction of a more modem typology and its application to the early MPSB 

documents is a useful approach to assist in the understanding of how MPSB used informants. 

Firstly, it is necessary to define the term "informant" as used in the typology. 

An informant is defined, for the purpose of this research, as anyone who gives 

information on any topic to the police which they can then use as they see fit (after Greer, 

1995). The informant can be either passive, where the information tends to come to them by 

reason of who they are or where they work or live e. g. complainants in, or witnesses to, 

criminal offences. In contrast, they can be active. Here, the informant actively seeks out 

information before approaching the police with it. It is this latter category, the active 

informant, that is of most interest in the context of this research. 

Greer postulates a typology built on four variables, whether a person is inside or 

outside an event and whether it is a single event or a multiple event (Greer, 1995). Whilst this 
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is adequate, it fails to capture the important variables of whether the presence of the 

informant at the event is directed by the police; whether it is done of their own volition or 

whether their involvement is fortuitous, that is, they are non-directed. 

It also fails to capture the activity of an important category of informant, the agent. 

Here their task is usually a long term one, perhaps within an organisation or movement, and 

whose role is in effect to monitor what in effect becomes a continuous event. They are 

particularly important when dealing with terrorism or politically motivated crime. 

With these modifications and additions to Greer, a seven-fold typology can be 

deliniated to describe the environment that the active informant operates in, the timescale of 

their activities and, through them, the potential ability of the police to actively monitor and 

influence these factors. This is shown below in Figure 5.1: - 

Figure 5.1 
A Typology of Police Informants 

Police Informant 

ACTIVE PASSIVE 

Directed Non-directed 

Inside event Outside event 

Single event' 

Multiple event 

Continuous event 
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Using the typology, a gradation of informant activity and associated police control can 

then be constructed which describes their level of tasking and control and the environment that 

they operate in. It ranges from the simplest (non-directed, outside, single event) to the most 

complex (directed inside, multiple or continuous event). 

In an additional dimension to the typology, specific terms already in general use can be 

applied to describe the specific effect of the informants' activity. They too run in a gradation, 

from "participating informant" (ACPO, 1995) through to "informer" (Littlechild, 1894) and 

"supergrass" (Boyd, 1984) to "agent provocateur" (ACPO, 1995). 

When the typology is applied to the informants listed in the MPSB journals and 

Register, certain patterns begin to emerge. By the very nature of being paid for their work, the 

vast majority of them were active, directed and inside events. At least one can be identified 

as directed inside a single event but by far the greatest number were inside a continuous event. 

In other words, they were agents, providing information over medium to long term periods as 

to the activities, personalities and organisational details of the group or type of people that 

they were targeted against. 

It is highly likely that a substantial number of them would not fit into the previous 

ACPO definition of an "informant", with its emphasis on crime and criminality, but would be 

defined as "agents" or "sources". Littlechild would perhaps remember some of them as 

"narks" but of a different type to those employed by his CID brethren in investigating 

"ordinary" crime. However, today they would all be classed by the RIPA as "covert human 

intelligence sources (CHIS)". 

The remainder of this chapter will analyse these early MPSB informants, their 

activities and the way that they were "handled". Before an in depth analysis is conducted, 

research material that has a bearing on the broad theme of the relationship between the police 

and the informer is examined. 
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The Recruitment. Tasking and Control of Informants 

Recruitment 

The Chief Constables Register indicates that there was no shortage of offers of 

information from people. They ranged from anonymous letters, through ordinary members of 

the public to those with specific, relevant information to give. This category even includes 

convicts and prominent individuals who themselves are of interest to MPSB. Examples of all 

these types have already been seen in the previous chapter. 

The next stage along the path of co-operation with the police are those people who are 

willing to act as informants. Good examples are "Leycester, Mr J. - Offering his services re. Irish 

matters" or "Owen, W. F. - Offering his services re. Socialism". The offers were not confined to those 

whose motives may have included patriotism but also appears to extend to foreign nationals 

"Gabriel, Auguste - Offering information re. Paris Fenians". This is unusual as it involves a foreign 

national offering to report on matters occuring in a foreign country, rather than a foreigner 

offering or recruited to report on the activities of their fellow nationals in Britain. 

As well as contacting MPSB directly, the Register shows that potential informants 

could be identified and then targeted for an approach by the police. The initial identification of 

a potential future informant could come from an existing informant, as in the case of Coulon 

"Informant, Foreign Anarchist - Submitting woodcut portraits of Louise Michel, Prince Kropotkine and states 

that Michael Beilary and A. Coulon are teachers at the anarchist school". The use of Auguste Coulon as an 

MPSB informant over many years is dealt with later on in this chapter under "Case Study 

Two". 

Once the potential informant had been identified, an approach could then be made. The 

entry "Brindler, Mrs - Seen as to suspicious lodgers" indicates that contact was initiated by the 

police, not vice versa, and, whilst there is nothing to indicate the reason for their visit, her 

occupation would have meant she was ideally placed to give them current information and 
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perhaps to work as an "eyes and ears" informant in the future. The MPSB use of landladies in 

this way is confirmed by Sweeney (1904). 

There is evidence to show that the potential for an informant to be either deliberately 

planted by the opposition or to give false information to their handler was recognised and 

dealt with. In the first case, an Account ledger entry reads "November 23rd 1893 - Insp. Melville's 

bill re. Bogan pretended informant. Bill on file". The second point is illustrated by a Chief 

Constable's Register entry of "Gosselin, Major - transmitting information to have an informant tested". 

The likelihood is that in this case, the informant was concerned in Irish matters as there is a 

second entry, linked to the first by an identical reference number, which states "Jones, District 

inspector - Information from re. conversation with informant". The rank of District Inspector was found 

only within the RIC. 

No matter how willing a person is to become an informant, they are of no use unless 

they already have information or, more importantly, access or potential access to people or 

organisations that the police wish to know more about. Once recruitment has been achieved, 

the informant must then be directed in their reporting. 

Tasking 

How an informant was tasked gives an insight into what the police were interested in 

achieving and how they tried to achieve the accumulation of information. Examples are "Davis - 

Informant not yet got the address of' and "Ryan, Dr Peter - Informant of Inspector Quinn interviewing". 

The most clear case of informant tasking concerns an informant known as "L. P". He is 

regularly recorded in the Chief Constable's Register but not in the MPSB Account ledgers and 

hence may have been handled by Section b rather than MPSB. He seems to have been active in 

both Irish and Socialist circles and, on the Irish side, can be linked by the file number as being 

involved in trying to identify an individual "Volunteers - Enquiry re. a man named Leggat - L. P. 863" 
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and "Tower Hamlets - Second enquiry as to man Leggat - L. P. 863". 

On a more general level, an illustration of how an informant could be tasked according 

to police priorities concerns visits to London by foreign royalty. Instructions were issued 

from the top echelons of the Metropolitan Police and were then translated into "street level" 

tasking. The first stage can be seen concerning the visit of the Emperor of Germany, a figure 

much hated amongst anarchist and other extremist circles. The Register records "Anderson - 

Giving directions to `Special' re. visit of the German Emperor". The ledger has a corresponding entry 

for July 8th, 1891 "Extra payments re. German Emperor - Kraft £1, Peach £1, Rumph £2, Pyatt £2". 

On July 5th, 1893 a similiar entry records "Three occasional informants re. Czarevitch" This 

is in addition to the entry concerning three other informants "visit of Czarevitch - Kraft £1, Rumph 

£1, Martin £1". Both Kraft and Rumph were regular informants who were paid on a weekly 

basis. 

Control 

The tasking of informants is only possible if control is exercised by the organisation 

and applied through the handler. The primary source material reveals that it took two forms, 

in essence a "carrot and stick" approach. The benefits to the informant came primarily in the 

shape of money. However, this was not all. Their family and dependents were sometimes 

financially looked after by MPSB and for certain types of informant such as Le Caron and 

Carey, protection and relocation was also provided when their identities had become 

compromised. 

The informants were actively managed and if they transgressed, they were "fined" by 

the withholding of all or a portion of their money e. g. "April 19th 1891 - Kraft omitted by way of fine 

for being away from London". The entry was made in red ink. The ultimate sanction was dismissal 

from MPSB service, either after a warning "July 31st 1895 - Warned arrangement will cease in 
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October" or instantly "January 9th 1895 - Collins. Last payment, discharged. Drunk". At least one 

informant managed to dismiss himself "September 19th, 1896 - Schumm having disappeared left out". 

The drinking habits of informants and their unauthorised absences were not the only 

source of potential embarassment to their handlers and the Metropolitan Police. In at least 

two cases, the informants were arrested, possibly as a result of the same circumstances "Peach 

(inft. ) - charged with obstructing police" and "Pinder (inft. ) - charged with obstructing police". Both these 

identically worded entries also share a common file number, thus strengthening the idea that 

they may have been arrested at the same time. 

The MPSB was not alone in developing a network of informers. Whilst seconded to 

the Home Office, the Under Secretary for Crime at Dublin Castle, E. G. Jenkinson, had many 

clashes with the MPSB over his activities against extreme Irish nationalists in London during 

the early 1880s. These are described by ex - Detective Sergeant Patrick McIntyre in Reynolds 

Newspaper of May 5th, 1895 and Assistant Commissioner CID James Monro (Monro 

memoirs, 1903). Chapter Three has dealt in some depth with the relationship between Monro 

and Jenkinson. 

The Chief Constable's Register records that one of Jenkinson's informants (perhaps 

even meriting the use of the word agent) called "John T. Lee", wrote to him to claim 

compensation. At the time of his claim, the Register reveals that he was a convicted prisoner. 

Each informant must have made their decision as to whether the benefits outweighed 

the many disadvantages. The pitfalls of their occupation were many. Their activities could fall 

under suspicion or the allegation of "spy" could be made against them as part of the general, 

factional mud slinging that was commonplace in the conspirators world e. g. "Cryon, Tom - 

suspected of being a government spy" or "Nicoll, David John - Said to have misappropriated money and to be 

a police spy". 

The truth of allegations of this type was immaterial. If the allegation was believed, then 
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the subject could be in serious trouble. Exposed informants were actively pursued, some more 

ardently than others "Le Caron - Mr Allen employed watching of and "Men put on the hunt for". If 

found, their lives could be put in danger "Peters, Charles - Foreign informant shot at on S Division - 

Socialist Miscellaneous 23.10.79". 

Exposure could come from unexpected places "New York Police - Detective Nordrum of the, 

giving information to Anarchists" or "Irish members - have got hold of "Times" informants". The latter 

entry refers to the Parnell libel case, with "The Times " newspaper as the defendant. It was 

during this trial that one of the most successful informants on Irish extremism in America, 

Henri Le Caron, was to make the first sensational public revelation of his double life as a 

trusted, high ranking member of Clan na Gael and simultaneously, as a paid agent of the 

British government. 

With difficulties such as these to overcome, surely the financial rewards as an 

informant must have been proportionally high in order to compensate? This does not appear 

to have been the case. 

The Pay and Expenses of Informants 

People act as police informants for a variety of motives, not the least amongst these 

being money. Some made no bones about it "Lees, Wm. J. - Asking what it would be worth to disclose 

conspiracy". There is nothing in the Chief Constable's Register to indicate whether this offer 

was accepted or what the conspiracy may have been. 

The sums of money involved in paying individual informants were not large and 

initially, they were paid for by the detectives themselves, amounting over time to "a burden on 

the detective's pocket" (Littlechild, 1894, p. 117). A certain level of expenditure was reclaimable 

but it appears to have by no means been adequate to recompense the detective for his regular 

outgoings. 
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During 1878, the Home Office set up a Departmental Commission into the "State, 

Discipline and Organisation of the Detective Force of the Metropolitan Police". In his evidence to the 

Commission, Sergeant Littlechild (as he then was) stated :- 

No one but the officer himself can tell what his incidental expenses are, and in 

various cases, in such cases as I myself have been mixed up with, very much of our 
information has to be paid for by sums of Is. and 2s. and 3s. and all that sort of thing; 

so that one feels a sort of reluctance to charge incidental expenses. 

(John Littlechild, Departmental Commission Report, 1878, p. 40) 

This sentiment was echoed by various other Detective officers who gave evidence to 

the Commission. One of them was an ex-Detective Sergeant Bell. He detailed the case of a 

detective who, whilst working with Bell "on the Fenian meetings" spent £30 of his own money 

on out of pocket expenses and whose reimbursement was refused. It had been spent :- 

... 
in giving people a certain sum to find men, and to give information of Centres and of 

other different people who came to the meetings and to get the names of those who 
were at the meetings, and also to get the names of the houses where the meetings 

were going to be held. 

(Departmental Commission Report, 1878, p. 148) 

The Commission ultimately recognised the inadequacy of the incidental expenses 

system but made no specific proposals for change beyond suggesting their "reconsideration" and 

the adoption of a similar system as used by the City of London Police. A hand written, 

marginal note in the Departmental Commission Report kept at the New Scotland Yard library 

is initialled "im " (probably James Monro, head of CID from June 1884) and states "in practice 

with modifications", thus showing that some attempt was made at the time to solve the problem. 

Howard Vincent, the Director in charge of the CID from its inception in March 1878, 

in his book A Police Code and Manual of the Criminal Law, first published in 1881, sets out 
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guidelines for the use of informants by CID officers. He recognised both the reality and some 

of the pitfalls when he wrote: - 

Detectives must necessarily have informants, and be obliged to meet them when and 

where they can. But it is very desirable that the public house should be avoided as 

much as possible. Tap room information is rarely worth much. Occasionally, perhaps, 

refreshment must be given to an informant, but when possible it is best to give 

money. 

(Vincent, 18 8 1, p. 105) 

He also laid out an internal stricture concerning when informants could be paid 

officially: - 

Although no reward can ever be given, from public funds, to an informer, until the 

value of his information has been tested in a court of law, loss of time, in advancing the 

cause of justice, may be a subject for favourable consideration. 

(Vincent, 1881, p. 203) 

This would inevitably have led to the CID officer having to pay out of his own money 

for information at the time that it was given to him in the hope that it would lead to a court 

case where it was then proved to be accurate. Only then could he be reimbursed for his outlay 

to the informant. Whilst this would have made the life of a detective difficult in criminal cases, 

it would have made gathering political intelligence from paid informants virtually impossible. 

Perhaps it is here that the genesis lies of the separate MPSB system for controlling their own 

informants. 

The lessons learned with the MPSB system do not appear to have been adopted by 

the regular CID. The difficulties caused by the lack of regular official payments to help with 

this type of expense was still being bemoaned in the following century by Cecil Bishop, a 

CID officer who had also served in MPSB from 1913 onwards. He describes how the money 
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paid out by the detective to the informant had to be reclaimed by making an application to the 

"Information Fund" which may or may not reimburse them (Bishop, 1932). However, in 

apparent contrast to the practice of MPSB from 1888 onwards, no names were ever given or 

entered into this ledger of payment. The identity of the informant was known only to the 

detective. 

This system of anonymity was also adopted by the RIC and their Register of 

Informants records their identities only under a column headed "Cognomen of Informant" 

(Coogan, 1991). The sums of money that they expended ranged from a pound or two over a 

year to two hundred and five pounds to the informant known as "Nero", who was further 

described as being "worth any money" (RIC Informants Register quoted in Coogan, 1991, p. 5). 

Whilst an ordinary criminal informant led a hand to mouth existence, dependent on the 

largesse of his handler, the MPSB informant received a regular and not insubstantial income. 

The Special Account ledgers indicate that the highest paid regular informants received between 

£8 to £10 per month, an interesting contrast to the sums of money paid by the RIC. In certain 

cases, this was also supplemented by regular expenses and occasional one-off payments. The 

reasons given for these additional payments included medical expenses, rent, purchase of 

publications and travel. Not only is the early MPSB systematised approach to informant 

handling different from that of the CID of the time, the methodology that they devised is 

currently being re-invented in other Forces and cited as the cutting edge of contemporary 

police practice in informant handling: - 

Further initiatives with the aim of maintaining the use of individual informants over 

longer periods, included the authorisation of"sweetners" - small payments, in 

advance of any concrete results, to people who have proved their worth as informants 

in the past. One force was even contemplating paying regular "retainers" to its best 
informants, rather than simply payment by results. 

(Maguire and John, 1995, p. 29) 
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Payments to MPSB informants may have gone above the £8 to £10 a month level but 

there is no direct evidence in the Account ledgers of this occurring. However, John Sweeney, 

a retired Inspector who had served in MPSB from 1884 (Metropolitan Police Orders, May 

15th, 1884), gives an example from 1887 or 1888 of an informant who was paid £1 a day "for 

some weeks" in order to track down a suspect involved in the unsuccessful attack on London 

Bridge on December 13th, 1884 (Sweeney, 1904, p. 28). 

Over and above the MPSB financed informants were those paid directly by the 

government, the most well-known one being Thomas Miller Beach, also known as Henri Le 

Caron. In his biography (Le Caron, 1893) he makes a plea for better government funding of 

"informers" in order to pay for information from the highest ranking members of Clan na Gael, 

commenting that the likes of Millen and Moroney would not accept a twenty pounds a month 

retainer with occasional expenses. This assertion is interesting on two counts; it may reveal 

what he himself was actually paid when carrying out this role and, in citing Millen as requiring 

more money before he would act as an informant, he appears to be unaware that he had 

already acted in just that capacity in connection with the Jubilee Plot of 1887 (Smith, 1979). 

Whilst there is little doubt that Le Caron and Millen occupied the upper echelons of 

any hierarchy of political informants, it is the next tier down, that of the regularly paid MPSB 

informant that will now be examined in some detail. 

The Special Account Ledgers - Entries Relating to Informants 

Whilst the Special Account ledgers contain details of widely diverse items of 

expenditure ranging from "cost of transferring cupboards, books and papers from H. O. to No. 4 - 5/3" 

(December 17th, 1888) to "repair of revolver - 3/6" (April 5th, 1889), the vast majority of the 

entries concern informants and the amounts of money paid to them. 

During the twelve years covered by the first two ledgers, forty six individuals were 
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paid a total of £6608 via the "Special account". Details of this expenditure, expressed both as 

a running total and as a yearly amount, can be seen in Table 5.1. 

Table 5.1 

Metropolitan Police Special Branch Expenditure on Informants. 1888 to 1901 

Year Yearly Running 

Expenditure (£) Expenditure (£) 

1888 621 621 

1889 532 1153 

1890 554 1705 

1891 560 2265 

1892 553 2818 

1893 489 3307 

1894 557 3865 

1895 575 4439 

1896 477 4917 

1897 449 5366 

1898 311 5678 

1899 335 6013 

1900 320 6334 

1901 273 6608 

Over the whole twenty four year period covered by the three ledgers, spanning from 

1888 to 1912, eighty five individuals received payments totalling approximately £10 140. The 

highest yearly spend of £557 was in 1894. The lowest was £260 in 1906. The average yearly 

spend over the period was £422. 

By examining the amounts of money paid regularly over time to each informant, as 

detailed in the three ledgers, a revealing picture emerges. The informants (as they are 

consistently referred to throughout the ledgers), can usefully be categorised into four groups 

according to their longevity in the position and/or the number of payments made to them. 

These categories are described below, along with a brief outline of some of the characteristics 
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of the group. 

Occasional Informants (one to three payments overall) 

There are forty nine of these individuals, who form by far the biggest category of the 

total (57.6%). Forty one (48.2%) received payments totalling £2 or under, six (7%) received 

payments of between £2 and £9, whilst two (2.3%) received a single payment of £10. These 

latter two are of some interest due to the high level of the payment involved (see Case Study 

One - "Mrs Horan" and "Blanqui") 

Short term Informants (minimum of four consecutive payments or employed for up to one 

3-eß) 
Fourteen individuals (16.4%) fall into this category, appearing for periods ranging from 

one month to 11 months. The minimum they were paid was £7 in one month, with a 

maximum of £47 spread over nine months. Another received £13-10/- over a period of just 

two months before being "discharged drunk". 

Medium term Informants (Payments made for one to seven years) 

There are fourteen people (16.4%) in this category who worked for MPSB for 

differing periods, the shortest of which was one year six months and the longest five years 

eight months. Nine (10.6%) were employed from one to three years, with five (5.9%) being 

employed between four and seven years. In one case, the period of payment was split into 

two, from June 1897 to November 1899 and again from October 1900 to December 1901. It 

also includes a man whose activities were cut short by his death in March 1891, when he had 

been paid regularly for just over three years. 
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Long term Informants (Payments made for over seven years) 

Eight people (9.4%) worked for MPSB for over seven years. Three of them (3.5%) did 

so for between eleven and fifteen years whilst one (1.2%) did so for nearly nineteen years. 

Remarkably, five informants in this category (5.9%) feature in the inaugural entries for 

February 2nd, 1888 and may well have been fulfilling this role prior to their formal inclusion 

in the journal. One finished in 1896, three died "in harness" during 1897,1898 and 1899 

respectively, one finished in 1901, one received a final gratuity in 1904 whilst one remained in 

employment for the duration of the first two journals and most of the third, a total of eighteen 

years eleven months. With one exception, all the long term informants were employed without 

any break in their payments. 

By comparing the numbers of informants in each of the categories defined above, it is 

possible to see in which one the majority of MPSB informants lie. This is deliniated by Table 

5.2 below. - 

Table 5.2 
Categories of Metropolitan Police Special Branch Informant 

Informant 
Category 

Number of 
Informants 

Occasional 

(One to three payments) 

49 (57.6%) 

Short Term 4 (16.4%) 
(Min. four payments or one year) 

Medium Term 14 (16.4%) 
(One year to seven years) 

Long Term 8 (9.4%) 
(Over seven years) 

Total number of informants 85 
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The most suprising feature of this analysis is the numbers of informants, 9.4%, who 

worked for MPSB for over seven years. If they are combined with the medium term 

informants, then 25.8% of the informants remained as registered informants for at least a year. 

If the above figures give an indication of MPSB success in retaining its informants, 

another indication of their effectiveness can be obtained by looking at the recruitment and 

retention of informants. This can be achieved by tabulating the number of informants paid 

each year against time. The results of this are given in Table 5.3: - 

Table 5.3 
Numbers of Informants Paid by Metropolitan Police Special Branch 

per Year (1888 to 1901) 

Year Nos. of Informants 

paid per year 

1888 13 

1889 17 

1890 13 

1891 15 

1892 16 
1893 13 

1894 14 

1895 15 

1896 15 
1897 14 

1898 12 
1899 11 

1900 9 

1901 10 

Of course, the measurement of operational effectiveness is not necessarily dependent 

on numbers alone. One informant with the right access at the right time is infinitely preferable 

to ten others who only provide low grade material. However, a slow decline in numbers can be 

seen from a peak of seventeen in 1889 to its nadir of nine in 1900. 
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These ledgers give many insights into the activities of the early Metropolitan Police 

Special Branch. The conclusions that can be drawn from them must of necessity be cautious 

as there is little original material outside of them to corroborate what is written there or to put 

it into context. However, the Chief Constable's Register enables a certain degree of 

corroboration to be achieved and further detail can be added in several cases detailed in the 

ledgers. Taken together, it is therefore possible to build up a better picture than hitherto 

possible of these informants, their handlers and the organisation that they both worked for. 

In the context of the general analysis presented above, a baseline has been established 

upon which detailed examination of six case studies can be carried out. These case studies 

enable the broad findings of the research to be conflated with specific individuals who are 

known to have worked as "political" informants. 

Case Study One - "Mrs Horan" and "Blanaui" 

The entries in the journals concerning both these individuals are very brief but some 

inferences can be drawn concerning each of them. Whether they were active or passive 

informants is difficult to ascertain. They particularly stand out from all the other entries in 

terms of the level of the payment that MPSB was prepared to make to the individuals 

concerned. The first payment was recorded on February 6th, 1888, five days after the first 

ledger was commenced. 

It reads "Mrs Horan (re. Callan and Harkins) - £10" and therefore relates to the Jubilee Plot in 

1887 and the trial of these two named individuals. No reason is given here as to why she was 

paid £10 but, considering the amount, she must have assisted in some way which had a direct 

bearing on their arrest, trial and conviction. However, by referring once more to the MPSB 

ledger, further details of the crucial contribution of Mrs Horan can be found "Mrs Horan - giving 

particulars of a suspicious man lodging at her house". The pivotal nature of this information is 
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described by Monro in his memoirs and it has already been discussed in the previous chapter. 

A second entry under the heading of Mrs Horan reads "re. "Harkins" alias Scott", thus 

providing an unequivocal link as to the reason behind her payment and enabling her to be 

defined as a single event informant. 

It is possible that landladies did not just provide the occasional piece of information to 

MPSB but formed an integral part of their informant network. Both Littlechild (1894) and 

Sweeney (1904) refer to such regular usage. 

The second, single £10 payment was made some six years later in 1894. The entry 

reads "June 30th - Blanqui (Lauria for Farnaro) - £10". The words "(Lauria for Farnaro)" are in red ink, a 

practice used sparingly throughout the ledgers and seemingly in cases where particular 

emphasis was required. There are several reasons for postulating that the payment was made 

in connection with anarchist affairs. 

Firstly, Louis Auguste Blanqui (1805-188 1) was a French revolutionary who espoused 

a doctrine of :- 

revolution by coup de etat carried out by a secret elite of armed conspirators, rather 
than by any mass organisation..... The entire concentration of the doctrine is on the 

means of revolution; the end is taken more or less for granted. 

(Scruton, 1982, p. 41) 

Secondly, Giuseppe Farnaro and Francesco Polti, both Italians, were arrested and tried 

in May 1894 for a plot to make and plant bombs at the Royal Exchange in London, allegedly in 

retaliation for the annual invasion of their country by British tourists (Porter, 1987). Quail 

(1978) states that a third man, who was never caught, provided both the money and the 

explosives. He was variously known as Carnot or Piermonti and, perhaps, he was the 

mysterious "Blanqui" and provided the information which led to the arrest and conviction of 

his fellow plotters. Even if this is not the case, it is probable that "Blanqui" was an inside, 

316 



single event informant. 

The arrests of Polti and Farnaro, coming as they did so soon after the Walsall bomb 

case (see Case Study Two), serves to highlight the concerns of the radical newspaper Justice: - 

Doesn't it strike you that there is something queer about this Anarchist business of 
Polti and Farnara? Of course they may be the desperate ruffians they say they are, and 
their intention to blow down half of London may also be beyond dispute. But 

somehow it does seem to us that the great Melville has possibly engineered the whole 
thing. We don't say that he has, of course. Nevertheless, we cannot but remember 
that a serious Anarchist plot in England would be very convenient just now, especially 
an Italian or French Anarchist plot. The Walsall affair showed how far our high - minded 
police are prepared to go in order to get up a scare at a critical time. 

(Justice, April 1894, quoted in Porter, 1987, p. 131) 

The ledger entry cannot lead to any conclusion as to the genuineness or otherwise of 

the case against Polti and Farnara but may now be confirmation that an informant was 

involved and that he was well paid for his efforts. Intriguingly, a "Bianchi" (sic) was paid £1 on 

July 20th, 1902 and "Blanqui" £1 on November 11th, 1903. Perhaps these were small 

gratuities to a useful past informant who had fallen on hard times or who may have stumbled 

on further snippets of information that he knew MPSB would be willing to pay a price for. 

Case Study Two - Auguste Coulon aka "Pyatt" 

Many of the entries concerning the payment of money to an informant use a 

pseudonym to identify that informant. This time honoured method of preserving their 

identity can be seen where the two names are given together, usually (but not exclusively) 

when the initial payment was recorded. 

An entry on July 18th, 1890 introduces for the first time a new informant, using the 

words "Special gratuity to Coulon - £2". There is no further indication of the reason for this. The 

next entry relating to Coulon is on September 6th of that year when he was paid £1. Evidently 
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his services were appreciated to the extent that his position needed to be regularised and on 

December 27th, the entry reads "Coulon first regular payment -£ I". In recognition of his new 

responsibilities, the entry for January 9th, 1891 reads "Pyatt (name given Coulon) - £1" and from 

then on he is referred to as "Pyatt" in all subsequent entries (1). 

Coulon now began to receive regular payments of £1 a week until April 10th. He was 

then paid the additional sum of eleven shillings and eleven pence halfpenny "for quarterly bill". 

This payment of regular bills and expenses is seen in other cases but by no means all of them, 

even amongst the medium and long term informants. From January 1891 to January 1892 

Coulon was paid a total of £49 in regular wages, a £2 bonus and expenses of £1-3-11. 

However, the Special Branch investment in Coulon was now about to produce an impressive 

result. 

The month of January 1892 shows four entries in the ledger: - 

January 15th Pyatt £1 

January 16th Extra added for Pyatt in connection 

with the Walsall bomb case £4 
January 22nd Pyatt £1 

January 29th Pyatt £1 

Whilst January was a lucrative month for Coulon in the short term, the trial mentioned 

above gave Coulon even greater rewards in the longer term. The months of February, March 

and April saw his weekly payment raised to £2-10/-. This dropped back to £2 a week from 

May 6th, 1892 and it remained at this level until October 20th, 1893 when it was reduced to 

£1 a week. With the exception of two weeks in April 1894 when he was awarded 10/- a week 

extra, he continued to be paid £1 a week until March 30th, 1904. On that date the entry states 

"Gratuity to Pyatt by direction of Commissioner. Services dispensed with - £10". 

Coulon worked for MPSB for thirteen years three months. In that time he had been a 

directed, inside, single event informant and probably, a semi-inside continuous event 
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informant. He received a total of £801 in "wages" and a further relatively small amount in 

expenses. Whilst the bones of Coulon's activities have, until now, remained unseen, the flesh, 

in the form of information already in the public domain, has been widely speculated upon. 

The following synthesis of both these sources may help to shed some light on some of the 

questions that have hitherto remained unanswered. 

The early 1890s were a time of great anarchist activity, when the Anarchist concept of 

the "propaganda of the deed" resulted in assassinations and plots throughout Europe e. g. the 

assassinations of the French President, Carrot, in Lyons on June 24th, 1894 and the Spanish 

Prime Minister, del Castillo, on August 8th, 1897 (Porter, 1987). Britain was not immune to 

their activities, with a bomb exploding prematurely at Greenwich on February 15th, 1894, 

killing its courier, Martial Bourdin. There was also the foiling of a plot by Polti and Famara to 

blow up the Stock Exchange and the discovery of a "bomb factory" in Walsall (Porter, 1987). 

At the centre of the police operations against the anarchists was MPSB. Just as Inspector 

Littlechild had his specialisation of Fenians, the anarchists were the particular province of 

Inspector William Melville, "le vile Melville" as he was dubbed by one leading radical author 

(Nicoll, 1897, p. 16 quoted in Porter, 1987). 

It was Melville's efforts in 1892 that led to the arrest and trial of four anarchists, 

accused of producing bombs at an address in Walsall, Staffordshire. 

The events surrounding the case are dealt with by Porter (1987), who concentrates on the 

police aspects of the case and Quail (1978), who primarily covers it from the anarchist 

viewpoint. Both name Coulon as the probable anarchist informer who betrayed the plot to 

MPSB, a supposition much strengthened by Melville's disinclination to confirm or deny it at 

the initial committal for trial of the suspects. 

Indeed, Coulon actually admitted his role in a letter published in Reynolds Newspaper 

in 1895. It was written in reply to the allegation made in that paper by ex-Detective Sergeant 

Patrick Macintyre that "the conspiracy had been organised through the instrumentality of a Scotland Yard 
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spy, a man named Coulon" (Reynolds Newspaper, April 7th, 1895, p. 4). Whilst Maclntyre is 

careful to state that the allegation was initially made by the Anarchist newspaper 

Commonweal, he undoubtedly appears sympathetic to it. Coulon, in his reply states "I offered 

my services to the "Yard" and my offer was accepted. " (Reynolds Newspaper, April 21st, 1895, p. 5). 

Probably only he, and perhaps Inspector Melville, knew the extent of these "services". 

What is now evident is that these services commenced in 1890, well before the Walsall 

case, and they extended over a period of over thirteen years. Coulon was therefore more than 

just a one off, single event informant. One of the detectives who knew of Coulon in this role 

was Detective Sergeant Maclntyre. 

Maclntyre is an interesting character. He joined the Metropolitan Police on January 

28th, 1878 and is recorded as being appointed to "Special duty" on March 20th, 1883 

(Metropolitan Police Orders, March 17th, 1883), thus making him one of the founder 

members of MPSB. After his promotion to Sergeant (Metropolitan Police Orders, June 30th, 

1886) he remained within Special Branch. He continued to rise and was promoted to 1st class 

Sergeant in 1887 (Metropolitan Police Orders, March 17th, 1887). There is no doubt that his 

decision to write the newspaper articles must have been influenced by his demotion from 

Sergeant to Constable (on the eve of an anticipated promotion to Inspector) and his 

banishment from Special Branch to the outer darkness of uniform patrol at Kentish Town 

(Metropolitan Police Orders, September 14th, 1893). 

His choice of Reynold's Newspaper to make public his grievance, along with an 

interesting series of accounts concerning his activities in the field of political crime 

investigation, may have been governed by their willingness to publish them. According to the 

description of Reynold's Newspaper in the Newspaper Press Directory, it: - 

... contains much strong nervous writing, thickly spiced with abuse of the privileged 

orders, which causes it to be eagerly read by a certain class. 

(Newspaper Press Directory, 1895, p. 76) 
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There is no doubt that Coulon was a paid informant even before the Walsall case. 

Equally, he appears to have played a vital role in that case, even though he was never called as 

a witness. An entry in the MPSB ledger gives more details as to what this role was "Inspector 

Melville - submits drawing of bomb received by informant - 3214/196A". 

It is possible to gather useful information from the reference numbers of the files 

mentioned in the Chief Constable's Register. For instance, "3214" is the prefix used on all the 

Anarchist and Socialist files listed in the Chief Constable's register, 196 is the classification 

for all entries referring specifically to the Walsall case and the "A" in "196A" indicates that it 

was the first document in the file. The whole prosecution therefore began with Coulon's 

provision to his handler, Melville, of the drawing of a bomb. 

That Coulon was Melville's informant is corroborated by Maclntyre: - 

At the time that Coulon wrote to the "Yard", Melville was senior officer, and the letter 

was handed over to him, and it fell to him to consequently go and see Coulon. And 

Coulon afterwards became his "property" - that is to say, all information that Coulon 

supplied was taken possession of by Melville who submitted it to Mr Anderson, the 
Assistant Commissioner of Police. 

(Reynold's Newspaper, April 14th, 1895, p. 5) 

Whether Coulon was the draughtsman or had obtained the drawing from elsewhere is a 

crucial question to be answered. If he drew it himself, then he probably was, as his fellow 

anarchists claimed, an agent provocateur (Quail, 1978). If it had been drawn by someone else 

and Coulon had obtained it as part of his "employment" as an informant for MPSB, then it 

was a coup indeed for Inspector Melville and Special Branch. Unfortunately, in the absence of 

primary evidence either way, any contemporaneous attempt to define his exact role must still 

remain conjecture. 

Even Maclntyre accepts the reality that only Coulon (or perhaps Melville) would 

know for certain whether underhand methods had been employed and his allegation carefully 
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states that it is "likely" that Coulon initiated the plot. What is more surprising is that despite 

the allegations made against him and his high profile exposure, Coulon continued to be 

employed as an MPSB informant for the next twelve years. 

Who was Auguste Coulon? According to Quail (1978), he was in regular 

correspondence with the Socialist League and possibly lived in Dublin before moving to 

France. Numerous entries in the Chief Constable's Register confirm his presence in Ireland, 

his establishment of an Anarchist group in Dublin and the consequent interest in him by the 

Dublin Metropolitan Police. 

He eventually arrived in England during January 1892 and settled in Notting Hill 

where he became known as an anarchist with ideas of violence (Nicoll, 1894 cited in Quail, 

1978). He could speak several languages and soon began to work full time at a school 

established to teach languages to the children of foreign anarchists. Once more, this is 

confirmed by two entries in the Register. Ironically, the information was provided by one or 

perhaps two other MPSB informants "Coulon - Informant states is a teacher at International Anarchist 

School" and " Informant, Foreign Anarchist - submitting woodcut portraits of Louise Michel and Prince 

Kropotkin and states that Michael Beilary (sic) and A. Coulon are teachers at international Anarchist School. " 

These entries reveal that, whether by accident or design, MPSB had arrived at an ideal 

intelligence gathering scenario, with two or more informants working unknown to each other in 

the same organisation and hence able to supply independently corroborated information to 

MPSB concerning each others activities. This would enable an accurate assessment to be made 

concerning their veracity and be a valuable check on whether the activities they reported to 

their handler corresponded to reality. 

By October 1891 Coulon had moved to 19 Fitzroy Square, taking up residence in a 

house that his anarchist colleagues, who were by now having their doubts about him on other 

matters, considered was much too respectable for a man who had just been dismissed from his 
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teaching post at the anarchist school (Quail, 1978). 

Once more the Chief Constable's Register lends credence to this. Immediately 

following the second reference to his employment at the International Anarchist School comes 

an entry stating; "Coulon - suspected of being a police spy". Wherever his money came from at this 

time, it is now clear that it did not start to officially flow from MPSB until nearly a year later 

and hence the allegation may have been a little premature. 

However, it is possible that at this time Coulon may have been an informant for a 

foreign police force or government, which could account for his standard of living in the light 

of his lack of visible means of support. After all, there were numbers of Anarchists, Socialists, 

Radicals and Nihilists from all over Europe in London at the time. Maclntyre describes their 

club in Windmill Street, called the "Autonomie", in the following terms: - 

Here the malcontents of all nations fraternised and denounced their various 

governments to their hearts content, mixing with their denunciations the largest 

possible quantities of lager beer and miscellaneous liqueurs. I have met at this 

rendezvous the Russian Nihilists, the German Social Democrats, the Italian Irredentist, 
the French Communist and, on rare occasions, one or two of the sons of Hibernia. 
Most predominant amongst the crowd was the mouchard or agent provocateur. Had 

you been able to take away from the club those gentlemen who were thriving on the 
foolishness of other people, you would have reduced the number of habitues of the 

club by a third. I know, of my own knowledge, that a large minority of those frequenting 

the place were in the service and pay of Continental Governments. 

(Reynolds Newspaper, April 7th, 1895, p. 4) 

When charged by his fellow anarchists with betraying the Walsall men and asked to 

provide an explanation for his mysterious income if he were not a police spy, Coulon replied 

"I am a true Anarchist; I live by plunder" (Quail, 1978, p. I 11). The explanation was not accepted 

and certainly was not true. By then he was in receipt of regular payments from Inspector 

Melville. 
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It is clear from the Chief Constable's Register that Coulon was of interest to Special 

Branch and the Dublin Metropolitan Police for some while before he was recruited as an 

informant. A conundrum is posed by the activities of Coulon. If he was so widely suspected 

as an informant, to the extent that no serious anarchist would have any dealings with him, 

why did MPSB continue to pay him as an informant until 1904? It is difficult to conceive of 

any access that he may have had to information that was useful to MPSB as he had been so 

comprehensively exposed. Three possibilities exist. 

Firstly, he may have been used as an "expert" when MPSB needed to assess 

information concerning the Anarchist/Radical movements. Secondly, his propensity with 

languages may have enabled them to use him as a translator of documents that came into their 

hands by other means. Finally, perhaps the money was used as a form of pension to a man 

who had enabled MPSB (and Inspector Melville, who eventually retired as its head in 1903) 

to emerge as the heroes of the hour in countering the scourge of anarchism and incidentally, 

securing the long term future of Special Branch. Whatever the reason, there is no doubt that 

his career as an informant cost the taxpayer a substantial sum of money. 

Auguste Coulon and his activities as an informant provide probably the fullest picture 

yet obtained of how this aspect of political policing as it was carried out in the late Victorian 

era. It is by no means a full picture and many questions remain tantalisingly unanswered. 

An interesting postscript to the Walsall bomb case and the role of informants in it 

flows from two later entries in the Special Account ledgers. The first was on December 17th, 

1902 and reads "Mrs Battola - Special by ACC - £5" and the second followed a few weeks later on 

February 11th, 1903 "Madam Battola - verbally approved by ACC - £2". Giovanni Battola may 

have lived next door to Coulon and was linked by him into the Walsall conspiracy, albeit in a 

relatively minor way (Quail, 1978). At his trial in March 1891 he was found guilty and 

sentenced to ten years imprisonment, at which point he vigorously denounced the activities of 
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Coulon (Quail, 1978). 

Battola was indeed a married man, as the Chief Constables' Register has an entry 

stating "Barthelemy, Josephine - married to Battola". There are other entries relating to MPSB 

obtaining his details from the Italian Consul General and the Paris Police and his employment 

at Olympia. Why did his wife receive £7 from Special Branch some eleven years later? Was it 

to ease their collective conscience over the role of Coulon, or perhaps Mrs Battola herself had 

been instrumental in informing Special Branch of aspects of the conspiracy before the arrests 

or had assisted them afterwards and had now fallen on hard times? 

Case Study Three - Mrs Smyth aka "Mrs Carey" 

The ledger entry for February 6th, 1888 shows the following entry "Mrs Smyth (Carey) - 

£2". From that date onwards, until her death in October 1897, she was regularly paid this 

amount. Her services cost MPSB a total of £984 over nearly eleven years. Unlike some of her 

counterparts, she received no additional money for expenses. 

"Mrs Smyth" was one of seven women who received regular payments. Ironically, it is 

her death, recorded by a red ink entry with the words "October 9th - Mrs Smythe (sic) alias Carey 

died" that tells us about the relationship that could develop between an informant and their 

"employer". The entry is on the line immediately following the record of her £2 payment on 

the same date, perhaps indicating that her death was sudden and unexpected. 

On October 14th, there is a further red ink entry "Paid for Mrs Careys burial expenses + 

mourning for her two daughters. also (sic) clergyman at Cemetery (receipts + bill with private file) - 114 -8 -5" 

The receipts column for the same date shows "Received from Mr Anderson 

114 -8- 5", indicating that authority for this not inconsiderable and, strictly speaking, 

unnecessary official expenditure, came from the Assistant Commissioner in charge of the CID, 

Robert Anderson. 
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There is only one other example documented where MPSB paid for a persons funeral 

(see Case Study Four) and this would tend to indicate the value that they put on Mrs Smyth's 

work for them. The entry also shows that this other additional payment was also sanctioned 

by Robert Anderson. By this date, most of the receipts in the ledger came from this source 

anyway but it appears probable that he had been specifically briefed as to the reasons for the 

money being required and agreed that it should be used for that particular purpose. 

Case Study Four - "Fenning" 

This case study is different to the others but also exhibits certain similarities. An entry 

for February 3rd, 1888 reads "Fenning (Lamie) - £1". He continued to receive this amount on a 

weekly basis for the next three years and one month. Additionally, he received a payment of 

£5 "for clothing" on September 28th and on October 12th, £6-10/- for "quarters rent". 

By the end of that year, MPSB had paid him wages totalling £48. They had also given 

him money to both clothe and house him, thus making him another example of how the 

committment of his police employer extended beyond ensuring the continued receipt of the 

information that he provided and into his personal welfare and well being. Of course, there 

was an element of self interest here as if he was not in a position to provide information then 

his usefulness to MPSB would end. However, it can be argued that their efforts to support 

him went well beyond what might reasonably be expected to be found in most employers of 

labour in Victorian London. 

Their benevolence continued in 1889. May 3rd saw a payment of 10/6d "for doctors bill" 

and on August 16th "rent on moving - £4-10/-". The entry for October 11th reads "balance of 

quarters rent £4-10/- paid 16th August - £2", and the rent continued to be paid at the rate of £6-10/- 

per quarter. 

Fenning's employment continued until at least March 12th, 1891, when he is shown as 
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receiving his weekly pound. However, the next entry, also on March 12th reads "Fenning's 

widow - £1". Unlike Mrs Smyth, there is no entry to show when he died. The MPSB continued 

to look after the interests of Mrs Fenning and on March 21st, the ledger shows that £10-10/- 

was paid as "funeral expenses of Laurie (Fenning)". This was not the end of their financial support 

and on March 23rd, twenty pounds was "paid to Mrs Fenning to start in business". Both the 

funeral expenses and the final payment were specifically authorised by the Assistant 

Commissioner CID, Robert Anderson. 

All in all, MPSB spent one hundred and fifty one pounds on Fenning's wages and fifty 

two pounds on his rent. His widow benefited by a total of thirty two pounds. Whatever the 

standards that are applied, contemporary or Victorian, he had been very well treated by his 

employer. It is interesting to contrast this with the "120 - 130" that was eventually given by 

the Dublin authorities during the eighteen nineties (at least twenty three years after the event) 

to the woman informant whose information in 1867 had led directly to the arrest of Kelly and 

Deasy in Manchester and who had also given the authorities details of the Clerkenwell 

Explosion plot (Bussey, 1910). 

Case Study Five - Stack aka "Dunne" : The Recruitment of an Informant? 

It will be recalled that the ledger entry for February 16th, 1888 details Inspector 

Quinn's trip to Ireland, in connection with the Callan and Harkins case, to see "Stack" 

concerning his entry in the House of Commons visitors register. Le Caron (1894) cites the 

evidence given by James Monro, the Assistant Commissioner CID of the Metropolitan 

Police, to the Select Committee that had been established to enquire into this aspect of the 

case. 

In his evidence, Monro details how Stack was traced and interviewed on January 26th, 

1888. He appeared to be a successful American who was visiting England and that he claimed 
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he could recall nothing at all about any visit to the House of Commons, albeit that he did not 

deny that the handwriting in the register was his. As far as the public sources go, this appears 

to be the end of the matter, despite Monro's assertions that Stack was involved in the "Jubilee 

Plot" and had links to at least one of the Irish MPs at Westminster, Joseph Nolan. 

Certain ledger entries in 1890 may take us a little further and help to perhaps explain 

why it was necessary for Quinn to visit Stack in Ireland during February when he had already 

been interviewed in January. On February 7th, 1890 the ledger records "Dunne (Stack) Fresh 

payments - £2". These continued on a weekly basis for the next twelve weeks, until May 7th 

when it reads "Dunne allowance and passage money to America - £12". Nine days later, on May 16th, 

there is a final entry concerning America. The receipts column lists "Cash £6-18 + 12/- returned by 

Anglo American Cable Company on a prepared telegram - £7-101-". 

It can justifiably be argued that Stack had been recruited by MPSB as an informant. 

His implied links to American Fenians would have made him an attractive target and the 

evidence obtained by MPSB in their investigations may have been the lever used to ensure his 

cooperation. The words "fresh payments" imply that someone had been paying him previously, 

albeit that there is no record of this in the ledger. He may have remained in Ireland and hence 

the Royal Irish Constabulary or the Dublin Metropolitan Police `G' Division may have been 

controlling him, or he may have been run directly from Dublin Castle. 

Why did he arrive in Britain when he did? Had he been exposed and was returning to 

America to continue with his business interests or was he doing so in order to continue his 

work as an informant? The Chief Constables Register provides further information. 

There are thirty three entries relating to a "J. J. Stack" and twenty one of them 

unequivocally relate to America. They indicate that Stack had links in America with numerous 

supporters and organisers of attacks in Britain. All the entries are given the "file" number of 

"1747", with the vast majority of them listed as "1747/7". The file number "1743" is used when 
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referring to the informant Hanlon, thus implying that Stack may also have been an informant. 

The first reference, "1747", states "Cavendish, Lord - suspect Stack refers to murder of". The 

murders of Cavendish and Burke were the work of the "Irish National Invincibles", two of 

whom, Frank Byrne, the secretary to the Irish Parliamentary party and Patrick Joseph Tynan, 

also known as "Number 1", escaped arrest and ended up in America (Bussey, 1910). Stack is 

recorded in the Register as having visited Frank Byrne in Brooklyn and there are also two 

references to his employment with "Messrs Tucker and Byrne". Another one specifically states 

"Tynan, No 1- seen in America by suspect Stack". 

The second group that Stack must have had some access to or knowledge of was Clan 

na Gael, supplying "particulars" of it in one entry and in another, referring to the murder of Dr 

Patrick Cronin during an internal Clan na Gael power struggle. 

Finally, there are entries which show his acquaintance with Jeremiah O'Donovan 

Rossa, once the driving force behind the "Skirmishers" who had carried out the bomb attacks 

in London, Liverpool, Manchester and Glasgow between 1881 and 1885 (Short, 1979). 

Between them, these three groups formed the "physical force" element of Irish nationalism, 

men who had taken their rhetoric one stage further and undertaken action to advance it by 

violent attacks against Britain. 

Evidence in support of the "recruited informer" hypothesis can be seen in many of the 

entries. In eighteen of them he is called the "suspect Stack" and in four of them the "informant 

stack". Two of these differing designations are consecutive entries in the same handwriting. 

This "split personality" when referring to Stack can be explained if he was indeed a suspect 

initially and had then become an informant. The observed facts in the form of the entries in the 

ledger and the Chief Constable's Register seem to fit into such a pattern. 

Curiously, whilst Stack seemed to be productive, judged by the number of reports 

recorded in the Register, he only briefly features in the relevant Special Account ledger (from 
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February 3rd, 1890 until he left for America on May 5th, 1890). He was paid £2 a week 

during this period. Conversely, other informants whose payments feature on a weekly basis in 

the ledgers, appear to have submitted no or minimal information that was recorded in the 

Register e. g. Fenning aka Lamie (no reports) and Kraft (one report). 

An aspect of Stack's work as a possible informant relates to who "handled" him in 

America. Stack has more entries in the register concerning his "product" than any other 

informant but, unlike other informants, there is no reference to any MPSB officer submitting 

any information from him or any other report concerning him. Therefore, the task was 

probably not done by them. However, even though he operated mainly in America, it would 

be natural for MPSB to insist that, as they recruited him, they should have direct access to his 

information, He may therefore have been "run" directly by the British Government, who in 

turn provided MPSB with a copy of his "product". A further possibility is that, due to the 

close operational links they had with MPSB, Pinkerton's were involved in the process in 

some way. 

Three Chief Constable's Register entries tend to indicate that this may have been the 

case and that it was organised by Joseph Monro, who was then acting as "Secret Agent" for the 

Home Office (Mono memoirs, 1903). In one entry, "1747/5", it states "Mono - re. departure of 

J. J. Stack for New York" whilst another, also "1747/5" confirms this "Adriatic, S. S. - suspect IF (sic) 

Stack passenger per for New York". The third entry concerning Monro reads "Monro - stating that 

Stack left America on 18th". With the exception of an RIC enquiry "asking what is known of J. J. 

Stack" (referenced as "1747/4"), these are the only entries relating to Stack's activities rather 

than the information he provided. 

Finally, in the context of Stack, it is interesting to note one other item in the ledgers 

that can be linked to America. The first is just over a month after the visit to Stack in Ireland, 

when the entry reads "March 30th - Two copies British American for 12 months - £1". There is no 
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subsequent record of the subscription being renewed. The interest in American publications 

continues, with a subscription to the "American and Colonial Gazette" on June 8th. The Register 

also shows a continuing interest in the American press. Undoubtedly this would have 

provided valuable background to officers trying to assess the information submitted by Stack 

or others from America. 

The Legacy of the "Invincibles" 

At first sight, there is little to link the names of Mrs Smyth aka Carey and Fenning 

a. k. a. Lamie other than the fact that they were both paid regularly by MPSB, the payments 

commenced on day one of the earliest of the Special Account ledgers (1888) and, as has been 

described previously, they appeared, along with Fletcher aka Murphy, to be handled by 

Littlechild himself. Sparse though the facts are, certain deductions can be made. 

Firstly, as all three featured in the first ledger from its commencement, they were 

already known to, and probably paid by, the Metropolitan Police Special Branch before 

February 1888. If this was so, it must have been by Section b, known as the Irish Branch or, 

according to Patrick Maclntyre, more colloquially as "the Irish Brigade" (Reynolds Newspaper, 

March 24th, 1895, p. 5). Secondly, as they were paid directly by the head of the newly 

created Section d, Chief Inspector John Littlechild, they were perhaps considered more 

important than other informants. 

A strong case can be made that both Smythe and Fenning had been informants against 

the Irish National Invincibles, the organisation responsible for the murders of the newly 

arrived Chief Secretary for Ireland, Lord Frederick Cavendish, and his Under Secretary 

Thomas Burke in Phoenix Park, Dublin on May 6th, 1882 (Kee, 1972). They had therefore 

played a crucial role in securing the convictions for murder of several of its members. The 

evidence for this is as follows. 
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The attack was viewed with shock and outrage by all sections of Victorian society. 

Great pressure was exerted on Superintendent John Mallon of the Dublin Metropolitan Police 

to secure the rapid arrests of the perpetrators. A special tribunal, known locally as "the Star 

Chamber" was set up to interview witnesses and suspects (Bussey, 1910). The investigation 

had been pursued until January 1883 before Mallon achieved his long sought for breakthrough 

and James Carey agreed to turn informer to save himself from the gallows (Townshend, 1987). 

In the long term, it did him little good as he was shot dead during a drunken argument 

by an Irish acquaintance he had made on board the ship which was taking him and his wife, at 

the British taxpayers expense, to a new life in South Africa (Reynolds Newspaper, March 31st 

1895). Whilst relating this incident in an article entitled "Scotland Yard - Its Mysteries and Methods - 

The Carey Family", ex-Detective Sergeant Patrick Maclntyre also made some further revelations. 

He stated that in late 1883 he was directed to rent a cottage in the suburbs where Mrs 

James Carey, her five sons and two daughters could live under Maclntyre's protection 

(Reynolds Newspaper, March 24th, 1895). Initially, Mrs Carey was kept in Holloway prison 

for her own protection until the execution of the murderer of her husband. Maclntyre, his wife 

and two children lived with the Carey children in the cottage and eventually they were joined 

by Mrs Carey. He claims he maintained contact with them until 1891 when Mrs Carey and 

her family moved to a French settlement at the behest of two of her sons who were serving 

with the French Foreign Legion (Reynolds Newspaper, March 31st, 1895). 

It can be argued that this latter information was false and that Mrs Carey, using the 

pseudonym "Smythe", and at least her two daughters remained in this country, probably in 

London. The relevant ledgers show that she continued to be paid her "pension" personally by 

Littlechild until her death on October 9th, 1897. MPSB then paid for her "burial expenses and 

mourning for her two daughters" (Special Account ledger entry dated October 14th, 1887). 

Maclntyre may have deliberately given out misleading information to protect the 
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Carey family or he may have believed it in good faith to be true. He was close to the family, 

Mrs Carey giving him her husband's gold watch guard as a token for his efforts at protecting 

them all (Bussey, 1910), hence it may have been felt by the authorities that this bond needed 

to be broken. Accordingly, the story of their emigration was told to him and thus repeated in 

Reynold's Newspaper. 

As far as Fenning aka Lamie is concerned, there is also some evidence that he too was 

an Irish National Invincible informer living on a pension. A contemporary account of the 

Carey case in the Annual Register for 1883, briefly mentions a veteran Fenian and member of 

the inner circle of the Invincibles by the name of Lamie who had also turned informer (Boyd, 

1984). Whilst there is as yet nothing to corroborate of Boyd's claim, the entries in the MPSB 

ledger tend to lend credence to it. 

Whilst it is only conjecture, it is also possible that Fletcher aka Murphy may have 

been another such informer. He fits the pattern of the two above; he appears on day one of 

the first ledger, he was dealt with personally by Littlechild, his original surname was Irish and 

finally, he too died (March 13th, 1898) whilst still being paid money on a weekly basis by 

MPSB. However, unless more information comes to light, the case of Fleming must remain 

unresolved. 

The whole issue of the Irish National Invincible informers was neatly summed up by 

Maclntyre himself and forms a fitting conclusion to the research presented here. He stated: - 

I know for a fact that every one of the Invincibles, except Joe Brady and Tim Kelly, 

volunteered to give evidence on behalf of the Crown. Careys evidence was the most 
useful, and was therefore accepted. So that, in the end, the others were hanged as 
`martyrs' and Carey died a 'traitor'. 

(Reynolds Newspaper, March 31st, 1895, p. 5) 
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The Role of Women as Informants 

The published literature which deals with the known informants in the period 1867 to 

1885 tends to concentrate almost exclusively on the activities of male informants, Joseph 

Corydon, Pierce Nagle, Henri Le Caron and James Carey being prominent amongst them (Kee, 

1972; Short, 1979 and Smith, 1985). However, this focus serves to mask an equally important 

aspect of the success of the police in obtaining information and intelligence concerning extreme 

Irish nationalist; the role of women as informants. 

No woman appears to have acted in court as an "informer", although they have 

occasionally been arrested in connection with extreme nationalist activity, e. g. Ann Justice and 

the Clerkenwell Explosion. In later years, perhaps the woman who came closest to this fate 

was Mrs Frank Byrne. She had allegedly smuggled into Ireland the surgeons knives that were 

used to murder Cavendish and Burke in 1882, hiding them under her skirt (Bussey, 1910). 

After her arrest, the informer James Carey failed to positively identify her and consequently 

she was released. Apparently, her imminent motherhood induced a temporary lapse of 

memory in Carey (Reynold's Newspaper, March 24th, 1895). 

It is in the role of informants who were able to supply crucial information, both prior 

to and post event, that women seem to come into their own. The following three cases 

illustrate this: - 

i) A woman informed the DMP of the true identity of Kelly and Deasey 

when they had been arrested by the Manchester Police and of the 

date and method of their rescue in September 1867 (Bussey, 1910). 

ii) The same woman provided the DMP with detailed advance 
information of the attempt to rescue Ricard Burke from Clerkenwell 

House of Detention in December 1867 (Bussey, 1910). 

iii) The initial breakthrough for the DMP in the case of the Phoenix Park 
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murders was provided by Susan Carey, wife of Peter, one of the 

conspirators (her brother-in-law, James Carey, became an informer 

and gave evidence against the other members of the Invincibles). 

According to Patrick Maclntyre she was: - 

... the first person to supply reliable information. 
... she was the main 

instrument in affording materials upon which the police went to work.... they 

use[dJ her information to induce some of the prisoners to become informers. 

(Reynold's Newspaper, March 24th, 1895, p. 5) 

Susan Carey was given a £1 a week pension for life and resettled in Australia with her 

family (See "Case Study Three" for further details). 

Undoubtedly, there must be other instances where woman have played similiar pivotal 

roles. It is interesting to speculate on the course of history if the authorities and police in 

Manchester and London had dealt correctly with the information that they received in 1867 or 

if there had been no convictions in connection with the Phoenix Park murders. The history of 

policing on the British mainland, the impact of extreme Irish nationalism, and possibly that of 

the UK overall, may well have been materially different. Perhaps if they had been, the actions 

of these courageous women would be more widely known and appreciated. 

In this chapter, the typology of informants has been introduced and it indicates that 

the majority of the cases documented were active, directed and inside events, This implies 

that a greater level of sophistication was required in their recruitment, tasking and control than 

had hitherto been necessary with informants in the purely criminal field. This requirement was 

reflected in the organised and systematic way in which the Metropolitan Police Special 

Branch devised and operated structures for the management of their registered informants. 

Underpinning the structure was an unexpected ethical dimension. Payment by results 

was generally eschewed, thus minimising the temptation for informants to lie or act as agent 
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provocateur. Their welfare was also a matter of concern to the organisation and documented 

payments were made to them when, at first sight, none would have been expected to be made. 

Taken together, these factors tend to show a level of sophistication that many modern 

police forces would find challenging to demonstrate as an integral part of their informant 

handling policy and procedures. The jibe, made in 1885 by Jenkinson, that "In the whole of 

London they have not got a single informant, and they do not know in the least what is going on. " may or 

may not have been the case when he made it (Porter, 1987, p. 53). However, from at least 

1888 onwards, this research has been able to demonstrate that such a description of the 

situation was far from accurate. 

The following chapter integrates this assessment of MPSB's informant handling into 

the context of the overall research, considers how this in turn influences the original research 

contentions and delineates an overall conclusion. 

NOTES 

(1) The choice of the name "Pyatt" may be a conscious adaptation from Felix 

Pyat. He was a journalist who had spent much of his life in prison or exiled from 

France as a consequence of his radical beliefs. In 1871, during the events which led up 

to the siege of Paris and the establishment of the Commune, he was the editor of the 

revolutionary paper, Le Combat (Home, 1981). 
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CHAPTER SIX 

CONCLUSION 

In the preceding chapters, the evidence relevant to achieving the objectives of the 

research has been presented. It has come from many sources, published and documentary, 

well known and previously undiscovered. Whatever its source, it has been examined in the 

light of one key question - does it contribute in some way to the working propositions at the 

core of this thesis? 

The Introduction to this thesis posited three working propositions that together 

formed the focus for further analysis of the research material. It was anticipated that any 

insights gained, by indicating their viability. or otherwise, would then assist in making an 

informed judgement on the validity or otherwise of the original propositions. The 

propositions are reiterated now and the evidence gathered in support of them is then 

discussed further. 

Working Proposition One -A Pragmatic Evolution of Police Methodology? 

'The first working proposition was to examine whether the role of the Metropolitan 

Police in countering political violence and extremism during thel9th century was an historical 

accident or if it was part of a well established and pragmatic process by which the 

Metropolitan Police responded to politically motivated crime and disorder. 

In the broader context ofthe development of organised policing initiated by the 

Peel/Rowan/Mayne model, Chapter Three presents considerable evidence which indicates that 

the police recognition of the need to gather political intelligence for this purpose, and their 

institution of a mechanism to achieve it, was almost concomitant with the establishment of the 
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Metropolitan Police. It is indisputable that by the time that the House of Commons Select 

Committee had issued its report in 1833 on the activities of Sergeant William Popay, a 

London wide operation had been underwayfor some while and that it involved several 

Metropolitan Police officers working out of uniform and dedicated to gathering political 

intelligence relating to potential public disorder. Their reports were forward from the local 

level to the Commissioner and in turn, they were then passed to the Home Office where they 

were often seen and commented on by the Home Secretary. It can be argued that this level of 

organisation is at least worthy of the description of "systematic", if not perhaps that of "a 

system". 

The years following these events show that this function continued, albeit in a more 

controlled and restricted way, within the Metropolitan Police and indeed, within other police 

forces in England. However, from about 1848 onwards, the objective driving the gathering by 

the police of political intelligence had expanded. Initially, it had been primarily to predict and 

forestall public disorder, with the added bonus for the government that it inevitably provided 

them with information on potentially problematic political extremists. With the arrival in 

Britain of foreign refugees who had been driven there by political turmoil and revolution in 

their own countries, the need for the government to know if they were actively engaged in 

plotting against their own or the British governments became of some importance. The 

Metropolitan Police, through the activities of various officers but primarily involving John 

Hitchen Sanders, were able to fulfil this function from about 1850 until early in the 1860s. 

The evolution of political policing can be likened to a ratchet. Whenever it received a 

turn in the form of a new operational requirement, it was always in addition to any existing 

function. New requirements were always carried out in parallel to existing ones rather than 

instead of them. The first turn in the 1830s was the need to acquire intelligence on potential 

public disorder. The second turn in the 1850s added the need to be monitor and report on the 
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activities of foreign refugees. The third turn of the ratchet came in the mid-1860s, culminating 

in 1867 and adding yet another requirement. 

In that final phase, the activities of extreme Irish nationalists, in the guise of the Fenian 

Brotherhood, led to events and incidents on the British mainland that were linked to their 

preparations for an abortive rising in Ireland. In turn, this led to arrests, convictions and the 

attempted rescues from custody of leading Fenians. The latter resulted in the murder of a 

police officer and, on December 13th, 1867, the deaths of twelve members of the public in an 

explosive blast that was intended to free their main arms procurer, Richard O'Sullivan Burke, 

from the exercise yard at the Clerkenwell House of Detention. Extreme Irish nationalist 

activity in Britain was now a reality and a pattern of violence was established which was to 

occur and recur from that date and on into the 21st century. 

The operational imperative to counter the activities of the Fenians was, from a police 

perspective, intensive but short-lived. After the execution of the "Manchester Martyrs" in 

1868, violent Irish nationalism appeared to have come to an end. The early1870s saw the 

focus of police intelligence gathering activity return once more to foreign refugees, this time 

involving a new wave which had been generated by the bloody repression of the Paris 

Commune. 

By 1880, there were sufficient indications apparent to the government and to the 

Metropolitan Police that "Fenianism" was once more likely to result in violence, this time 

driven by the various factions of Clan nan Gael and others that were based in the United 

States of America. This time however, it would prove to be of a very different character. No 

longer was Britain to be an ancillary venue to the over-riding aim of a successful "rising" in 

Ireland, it was to be the main battleground. The shape of things to come became apparent on 

January 14th, 1881 when a bomb exploded without warning at Salford Barracks, Manchester 

and killed a small boy. 
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From this point onward, the development of the police approach to countering 

political violence other than public disorder moved further and faster than ever before. By 

1887, a comprehensive system and the structures needed to support it were an integral part of 

the Metropolitan Police. All aspects of politically motivated crime, be they instigated by Clan 

na Gael, Anarchists, Nihilists or others, came under the remit of either Section b of the 

Detective Department (also known as the Irish Bureau) or Section d (known initially as 

"Special" and later as Special Branch). 

Their expertise developed in two ways, through the gathering of evidence to arrest and 

convict the perpetrators and through the gathering, recording, collating and assessing of 

intelligence. It was the latter area that saw the time honoured techniques of criminal 

intelligence gathering, particularly the use of informants and physical surveillance, expanded in 

their scope and systematised in their application. They included the deployment of 

detectives to ports in the UK and in Europe, the use of detectives to carry out their 

intelligence gathering activities abroad, the monitoring of the correspondence of convicted 

extreme Irish nationalist prisoners and the establishment of long-term, regularly paid 

informants. These innovations in police operational methodology have been examined in 

Chapter Four (Surveillance) and in Chapter Five (Informants). 

There appears to be little room to doubt that a series of events and incidents occurred 

which, over time and in an intermittent fashion, led the Metropolitan Police to develop 

throughout the 19th century a pragmatic, operationally driven approach to countering political 

violence and extremism. The requirement evolved over a sixty year period and hence cannot be 

ascribed to anyone seminal event or decision. This principle holds true not only in the overall 

context of political policing but also within the more narrow focus of countering extreme Irish 

nationalist activity on the British mainland. 
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An Accident of Historv7 

One final point concerning the evolution of political policing needs to be addressed in 

the light of the research material that has been examined and presented in this thesis. 

There is substantial evidence to support the view that the innovations in police 

operational methodology used on the British mainland in the 1880s and the new organisational 

systems and structures that were created to support it clearly demonstrate that the lead role 

of MPSB cannot be viewed as an "accident of history". This phrase was used by the Home 

Secretary, Kenneth Clarke when he announced to the House of Commons that the Security 

Service would become the lead agency in dealing with intelligence operations against extreme 

Irish republican activities on the mainland (Clarke, May 9th, 1992, Hansard p. 297). A 

similiar phrase, describing the arrangements as an "historical anomaly", was made later by the 

Director of the Security Service at the relevant time, Stella Rimington (Rimington, 2001, 

p. 219). 

A strong argument can be made that the creation of MPSB and the subsequent 

definition of its role was a deliberate attempt over several years and supported by three 

consecutive Home Secretaries, to deal with a specific and enduring threat which arose from 

about 1880 onwards. Furthermore, the achievement of that objective relied heavily on the 

foundations already put in place by the police in their efforts to counter politically motivated 

violence over the preceding fifty years. 

In terms of the leading politicians who played roles in shaping these events, foremost 

amongst them was Sir William Harcourt who began the task in 1881. The complex interplay 

between Harcourt, Jenkinson and Monro from 1884 onwards and the organisational legacy 

that they created has been detailed in Chapter Three. Harcourts' successor in 1886 was 

Richard Cross, the originator of the "Cross Rules" which particularly governed the operational 

relationship between the detectives under Monro and the "Secret Service Bureau" under 
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Jenkinson. The move to the police assuming sole operational control of both intelligence 

gathering and evidential investigations was finalised by Henry Matthews, the Home Secretary 

from August 1886 onwards. Jenkinson had singularly failed to adhere to the Cross Rules and 

consequently, he was removed from his unofficial post. The experiment of an integrated 

intelligence gathering system, in theory a partnership between the detectives and the "Secret 

Service Bureau", came to an end in January 1887. By February, 1887, the Metropolitan Police 

were the dominant organisation dealing with extreme Irish nationalism on the British mainland. 

Three Home Secretaries, over the period 1880 to 1887, had each contributed in some 

way to the establishment of the Metropolitan Police as the lead organisation in countering 

extreme Irish nationalist activity. Harcourt had overseen the establishment of the Irish Bureau 

and the Secret Service Bureau, Cross the formalisation of the operational protocols between 

the two organisations and the long-term deployment of detectives to UK ports whilst 

Matthews had ended the Secret Service Bureau and sanctioned the establishment of both a 

police "Special Branch" and the employment of Monro as "Secret Agent" in order to take 

over its functions. 

To characterise these developments as an "accident of history" can be construed as a 

misreading of these facts. Three separate Home Secretaries had played active roles (some may 

say too active at the operational level) in shaping the government and police response to 

extreme Irish nationalist activity on the British mainland. The creation of the Metropolitan 

Police Special Branch and the defining of its remit was a political decision by the Secretary of 

State and which had been taken in the light of all the relevant decisions taken by his 

predecessors. Within these parameters, it cannot be said accurately to have been an accident. 

Working Proposition Two - An Organised and Systematic Response? 

The objective of the second working proposition was to see if the approach of the 
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Metropolitan Police detectives to the task of countering political violence and extremism, 

particularly where it occurred on the British mainland as a consequence of Irish nationalism, 

can be characterised as an organised and systematic one or whether it was merely reactive and 

short term. 

In terms of the period prior to 1881, it can be said that the Metropolitan Police and its 

detectives had dealt with each of the three main sources of potential political violence i. e. 

where it was associated with public disorder, foreign extremists or extreme Irish nationalism, 

in two ways. Public order intelligence and foreign extremism were dealt with on a 

predominantly proactive basis, over periods of months or years, and was driven by their need 

to know what was going on before it happened. Their response to extreme Irish nationalism 

during 1866 and 1867 appears to have been very much more reactive and concentrated over 

relatively short periods of time. 

The need to react quickly was not only a pre-requisite of the police response to events 

that had already occured but also applied equally forcefully to the intelligence that they 

gained. The intelligence relating to planned Fenian activities arrived at most a day or two or 

often a few hours before the event it related to was about to happen. If it was not acted upon 

promptly, it would become valueless in a short space of time. In operational terms, the timely 

acquisition of pre-emptive intelligence is the ultimate goal but it is an exceedingly difficult one 

to achieve. 

At Chester, in February 1867, the quick reaction of the local police and the military to 

accurate intelligence from an informant caused the failure of the plan to steal arms and ship 

them to Ireland to start a rising. Unfortunately, in Manchester, whilst the intelligence that 

Kelly and Deasey were to be rescued from the prison van was also timely and accurate, this 

was not matched by an operational police response that would have been sufficient to disrupt 

or prevent the attack on the van. Similiarly, the DMP were able to furnish the Metropolitan 

346 



Police with an extraordinary level of detail concerning the plan to rescue Burke from the 

Clerkenwell House of Detention and precautions were taken inside the gaol to foil it. 

However, the police operation mounted outside the walls with the same objective was a 

failure. Once more, it was the failure to act quickly and effectively upon the high grade 

intelligence that was provided that led to the heavy loss of life. All of these events can be 

described as intelligence triumphs, one of which was successfully capitalised on whilst the 

other two were manifestly not. 

During the 1880s, there was a shift in emphasis in the type of intelligence that the 

police and others were able to obtain. It moved away from short-term, pre-emptive tactical 

intelligence that could only be found at the heart of a conspiracy and could drive the police 

operational response and towards gathering more generalised intelligence that could be useful 

in the medium to long term. As a consequence of this dearth of pre-emptive intelligence, a new 

approach was needed therefore to ensure that the maximum benefit was extracted from the 

vast quantities of information and intelligence that was generated. The predominant critical 

factor was to develop an understanding of the perpetrators and their plans and this could only 

be done by employing a systematic and structured approach to the gathering and processing 

of information and intelligence. The consequence was the creation of a rudimentary intelligence 

cycle. 

The Response of the Detectives to Extreme Irish Nationalist Activity (i) - The Intelligence 

Cycle 

An analysis of the new primary source documents which form the basis of this 

research have provided a wealth of information concerning the methodology of the early 

"Special" detectives. Chapter Four looked at the techniques of surveillance in its broadest 

sense and how the detectives carried it out, both generally and specifically, whilst Chapter 
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Five examined the recruitment, tasking, control and associated operational issues concerning 

informants and their use. Taken together, they clearly indicate that, by the late 1880's, if not 

before, a fairly comprehensive and, compared to what had occured previously in the 

Metropolitan Police, an organisationally robust system of police surveillance was in operation 

and its focus was on political extremism. 

Its evolution stemmed from the necessity to discover exactly who the protagonists 

were and what they intended to do. In the absence of intelligence or evidence to reveal this, the 

strategy of the detectives was initially to focus their activities as widely as possible. 

Subsequently, through a process of refining their targets, they could establish who was 

sympathetic to the aims and methods of extreme Irish nationalism and then in turn, who they 

associated with, who assisted them and ultimately, who was carrying out the attacks. This 

sifting and gradation of the spectrum of sympathisers, associates and perpetrators was 

achieved by various means. 

Firstly, it involved the physical surveillance of suspects. A starting point for the use 

of this surveillance was at the disembarkation points for visitors to the British mainland. 

These ranged from mainland seaports such as Liverpool, Dover, Hull and Fishguard to 

continental ports and railway stations such as Charing Cross where the trains which served 

the cross-Channel ferries terminated. Here, the detectives could act as a trip wire for notifying 

the arrival and departure of potential extremists. 

However, the core of the covert intelligence gathering apparatus built up by Special 

Branch was the employment on a systematic basis of men and women who could act as its 

long term and short term informants or agents. They were paid a regular cash sum rather than 

by results, their welfare and that of their families was looked after and many retained their 

relationship with Special Branch over very many years. These are concepts that many modem 

day mainland Forces are only just beginning to apply to their current informants in the field of 
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crime (Maguire and Timothy, 1995). 

Whether the product that they provided was of sufficient quality to justify the 

expenditure on them is not known, and unless their original reports unexpectedly turn up it is 

likely to remain an imponderable. However, Sweeney's description of "... a system of constant 

espionage" as the mechanism to update the files of "Anarchists, Nihilists, Fenians, Clan na Gael-ites 

and other revolutionaries" (Sweeney, 1904, p. 34) appears to be an accurate one which, prior to 

this research, may not have recognised as such. 

Another aspect of the detectives intelligence gathering methodology is also now 

apparent. They engaged in regular and systematic activity covertly to gather intelligence by 

monitoring the letters and visitors of convicted extreme Irish nationalist prisoners. This covert 

approach was also employed to cover the meetings and conferences of Irish related 

organisations, as well as the activities of their more prominent members. 

An additional component to the detectives approach involved at least the collation if 

not the direct gathering of information from reports in the published press. In effect, the press 

were a "force multiplier" for the detectives as they had their own, wide network of contacts 

which the detectives were able to utilise by adding press reports into their own intelligence 

and information gathering system. Whether they actively monitored the press themselves or 

acted as the focal point for press reports sent to them by others is an open question. 

However, the key issue is what they did with the reports when they received them. They 

were not destroyed but were included in the intelligence and information database that they 

maintained. 

An inevitable consequence of the gathering of intelligence, from whatever its source, is 

the need to deal with the product obtained by operational activity. Gathering the intelligence 

is but the first step in the intelligence cycle. A necessary corollary to all their enhanced 

surveillance activities would have been the requirement to record, collate and store its results 
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in an accessible form. For intelligence to fulfill Clausewitz's dictum that knowledge must 

become capability, it must become the catalyst for action. In order to achieve this, it must be 

examined and assessed or its significance may be overlooked when viewed in isolation. The 

detectives of the late 1880's had gone some way towards the development of a true 

intelligence system by their collation, rudimentary analysis and assessment of the intelligence 

product that they generated. 

An example of the importance of this systematised approach occurred after the arrest 

in January 1885 of Burton, the Clan na Gael bomber. Only then was it realised that the 

description of a person that he had been seen to be in contact with before his arrest could be 

vital evidence to support a charge of conspiracy against him and to help in identifying any 

additional members of the Clan na Gael team. Several weeks before, a City of London police 

officer had been assigned to keep him under surveillance as he had been reported to them as a 

suspicious character (Smith, 1979, p. 205). The officer had recorded all that he had observed of 

Burton's movements and the descriptions of the people that he had met. As a result of these 

descriptions being recorded and stored, the detectives were able to develop the first conclusive 

link between Burton and his eventual co-defendant, Cunningham (Mono, 1903, p. 61-62). 

Nowhere was this drive towards new and innovative practices more marked than in the 

detectives recording and use of the intelligence that was gathered by their expanded and 

enhanced systems of surveillance. Innovation is seen in all phases of their intelligence cycle 

but it is most marked in the processing of the intelligence and information that they obtained. 

They had been driven to this point by necessity. The sheer volume of information from both 

their own activities and from other agencies and individuals would have meant that if it was 

not dealt with in a systematised way, then it could not effectively be dealt with it all. 

No detective officer would have been able to keep in his head all the salient facts 

surrounding the broader activities of extreme Irish nationalists over a period of several years. 
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Recording it in writing was a fundamental requirement. However, once the decision to do this 

had been taken, a system to assist in the retrieval of the information also was needed. The 

compilation of an index such as the Chief Constable's Register and the files to which it 

referred became an inevitable consequence of their operational methodology. 

Once the information and intelligence had been collected, it was then systematically 

collated, categorised and stored. These three functions are unglamorous yet vital. They enable 

the product of the information and intelligence gathering system to be looked at holistically 

and for it to be retrieved, perhaps years in the future, when the need for it arises. Here there is 

clear evidence that the methodology that the detectives were putting in place was designed to 

operate over the long-term. Their "mind-set" had now shifted to encompass a more strategic 

response to the threat and all the implications that this had for their overall response. 

There is no evidence to indicate whether the final steps in the intelligence cycle as it is 

understood today, those of analysis and assessment, were conducted on a formal basis but it 

is probable that they were not. This is not to say that they did not occur at all, but that 

officers would probably undertake them as an unconscious part of their own reading and 

reviewing of files or arriving at conclusions based on their own mental inferences of the 

material they examined. It may even have been subconcious and thus described as a 

"policeman's hunch". 

There is well documented evidence for the gathering of political intelligence by the 

police since at least 1829 (see Chapter Three). When it occurred, it was generally done on a 

systematic basis and, to a greater or lesser extent over the years, the function itself became 

part of the accepted operational parameters of the Metropolitan Police. It can be argued that 

this thesis reveals for the first time the quantum leap that was made by the detectives of the 

Metropolitan Police in their operational methodology from 1881 onwards as a response to a 

type of political violence that had not occurred anywhere else in the world. Without their 
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recognition that a new, longer term approach to intelligence gathering was fundamental to the 

development of their response to the threat, their success against the Irish nationalist bombers 

would have been much reduced. 

Whilst intelligence gathering was an important aspect of the police response to extreme 

Irish nationalism, as a consequence of the generally small amount of pre-emptive intelligence 

that was gained, a more widely spread operational response was developed and it involved 

both uniformed officers and detectives. This played a central role in securing arrests and 

convictions, thus disrupting the bombers ability to mount further attacks. 

he Response of the Dete xtreme irisn ivationa Qnerationa 

Methodology 

Extreme Irish nationalism exerted its main influence on police activity through its direct 

operational impact on officers. The consequences of this, particularly from 1881 onwards, 

may well have been under estimated previously. It presented the officers of the Metropolitan 

Police with an unprecedented set of circumstances which they were required to deal with. 

The use of high explosives, targetted to directly influence a government, was a phenomenon 

which was new to the world, not just to London or to the British mainland. Consequently, if 

they were to counter it, it would require new thinking by the police and especially by the 

detectives. 

Initially, the approach of both the main elements of the Metropolitan Police, Uniform 

and Detective, was to adopt and adapt the operational methodology that they already 

employed against "ordinary decent criminals". In the case of the detectives, this was 

predominantly based on the physical surveillance of suspects, the use of informants and 

patrols in vulnerable locations in order to identify suspects. 

Concurrently with this, the uniform branch used their powers under the Metropolitan 
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Police Act of 1829 to "stop and search' 'individuals whose bag they suspected of containing 

an explosive device (2). Whilst this was certainly activity, it was resource intensive and 

operated in an unfocused way. It provided a certain degree of deterence and contributed to 

public reassurance, although there were early signs that the sympathy of the press to some of 

these measures was not unlimited: - 

The police are wonderfully clever. Sir Wm. Harcourt has discovered the fact, and the 

House has cheered the discovery. As a consequence, the Force has been stimulated 
to extraordinary exertions. If last week it was unwise to be seen at dusk with a bag, this 

week it has been positively perilious to carry one in broad daylight. There is quite a 
panic in the leather trade. Now is the time to buy a portmanteau cheap. It is a pity that 
the dynamiters did not put off being found until the excursion season. 

(Moonshine, April 21st, 1883) 

The type of techniques employed by both the uniform and detective branches were 

not new, they had been common police practice at least since the Metropolitan Police came 

into being in 1829. What was new was the application of these traditional police tactics within 

the context of the new and unprecedented environment that had now been created by extreme 

Irish nationalist activity. 

As the extreme Irish nationalist campaign developed over the years of the 1880s, the 

detectives of the Metropolitan Police in particular began not only to refine their existing 

methodology in the light of hard won experience but also to expand its scope. This was 

achieved by devising and applying new tactics, techniques and systems. The pressing need of 

the detectives was for information and intelligence. In order to take preventative or disruptive 

action against extreme Irish nationalists, they needed to know on a day to day basis what was 

occuring, what they were planning to do in the future and exactly who was involved in it all. 

In addition to this, they needed to gather evidence that linked individuals to specific criminal 

offences. 
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These imperatives led to a revolution in the way that the detectives approached the 

whole issue of informants; who they were, how they were recruited, tasked, controlled and 

paid and their relationship with their handler (see Chapter Five). It was vital that their 

informants had access to the individuals and organisations which not only supported the aims 

and methods of extreme Irish nationalism but in order to develop credibility and trust they 

may have had to actively assist or participate in it. The need to treat these informants 

differently to their more casual "criminal" counter-parts was recognised by the detectives, 

hence new systems were devised and implemented to deal with them on a long-term basis. 

Evidence of precisely how they sought to achieve this in the late 1880s has been drawn 

mainly from the Special Account Ledgers and the Chief Constables Register and has been 

presented in detail in Chapter Five. 

Practices that formally had no structure became systematised and the organisation 

adapted itself to accomodate them. For instance, physical surveillance moved from being 

carried out on an ad hoc, basis by an individual detective as and when he saw fit to a higher 

level of organisation, with officers posted to duties consisting solely of "shadowing suspects" 

(Porter, 1987, p. 60) and the top tier of these suspects being subjected to a level of surveillance 

dictated by a set of predetermined criteria (see Chapter Four). However, the very concept of 

what constituted surveillance altered and expanded dramatically in scope under the influence 

of this new catalyst. 

Once it became apparent that the perpetrators, their explosives and their equipment 

were entering Britain from the USA, the Metropolitan Police responded from 1886 onwards 

by ensuring coverage by detective officers was instigated at all of the main United Kingdom 

ports of arrival (Metropolitan Police Orders, November 27th, 1886). In isolation this was not 

in itself sufficient and the next step was to examine the transatlantic passengers that arrived in 

continental Europe. Consequently, detectives were posted to ports such as Le Havre, 
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Antwerp and Copenhagen (MPSB Records of Service). 

Suspects who remained on the continent did not escape from physical surveillance or 

the interception of their mail as an increasing number of detectives began to operate abroad for 

extended periods of time (Moser, 1890; Bussey, 1910). In effect, the policing of London 

against the threat from extreme Irish nationalists came to mirror the aspirations of the British 

Government's "forward defence" policy, designed at the time to protect India; in order to 

defend Delhi from falling into the hands of the Russian empire, Afghanistan must also be held; 

in order to protect London from Irish bombs, the ports of Europe must be watched. 

As well as the impact on police intelligence gathering and intelligence processing caused 

by the continuing spur of day to day operational methodology, a further catalyst to additional 

new developments was the advance of technology in general and more specifically, its use by 

the police in criminal investigations. The process began in earnest during the Victorian era and 

in the context of political policing, included the use of telegraphy to request assistance with 

enquiries on a regular basis from across the world; the ability to intercept telegrams sent by 

people suspected of involvement in extremist activity and, in one of the earliest uses of 

photography by the police, to record the faces of Irish nationalist prisoners. 

Whilst technological change has ensured that the tactics of both police and extreme 

Irish nationalist activity have altered substantially over the last century, the underpinning 

principles of such operations have not. The police response was primarily forged on the anvil 

of the events that occurred between 1865 and 1887, initially against the Fenians and latterly, 

the Skirmishers, Clan na Gael and the Irish Republican Brotherhood. In essence it has changed 

remarkably little since then. 

The following table (Table 6.1) illustrates this point. It was compiled from published 

sources which cover the period 1865 to 1868 (Newsinger 1994, Quinlivan and Rose 1982, 

Smith 1979) and, for the period 1888 to 1892 (from the information provided by the Chief 

355 



Constable's Register and the Special Account ledgers). It presents the progress that was made 

in the major elements of methodology employed between the Fenian activities of the mid- 

1860s (when the Metropolitan Police detectives relied on the methods that had been tried and 

tested over many years in the criminal world), and the late 1880s (when these methods had 

increased dramatically in scale and organisation and had also been supplemented by new 

ones). By this latter period, they had built on their experience of the events of 1867 and had 

also been able to develop their methodology during the concentrated four year period of 

attacks by the Skirmishers and Clan na Gael. In addition, the murders in Phoenix Park by the 

Irish National Invincibles in 1882 and the experience gained by the DMP during that 

investigation also acted as a spur to the development by the Metropolitan Police detectives of 

a systemised approach to the use of informants and the protection of perpetrators who had 

turned "Queen's evidence" and hence become "informers". 

Table 6.1 
The Expansion Over Time of the Range of Methodology Used. 

to Counter Extreme Iri h Nationalism 

1865 to 1868 

- The de facto national role of the Metropolitan Police Detective Department 

- Intelligence gathering by Metropolitan Police detectives in conjunction with 
other mainland police forces 

- Intelligence gathering by Metropolitan police detectives in conjunction with the RIC 

and the DMP 

- Joint evidential investigations involving Metropolitan Police detectives and 
mainland police forces 

- Dispatch abroad of officers from mainland forces to investigate extreme Irish 

nationalist activity 

- Police surveillance of passengers and freight at British ports serving Ireland 
Intelligence gathering in conjunction with a Home Office "Secret Service" 

- Physical surveillance of suspects, their addresses and contacts 

- The short-term use of informants and informant information supplied by 

other Forces and agencies 
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1888 to 1892 : All of the above plus the addition of the following: - 

- The formal, national role of MPSB (under the remit of the "Cross Rules") 

- Routine intelligence gathering from abroad (via requests to other police 
forces or agencies) 

- Systematic monitoring of suspected Irish/Irish related organisations 
and leading/influential personalities 

- Systematic intelligence gathering from convicts within the prison system 

- MPSB surveillance of passengers and freight at British ports serving the 
United States and Europe 

- MPSB police surveillance of passengers and freight at European ports 
serving the United Kingdom 

- The development by MPSB of a system and structure to recruit and support the 
long-term use of informants 

- Gathering overt information by monitoring the press 

- Gathering covert intelligence and information by intercepting postal and 

telegraphic communications 

It is on these foundations that much of the work of modern day Special Branches still 

rests. If longevity and imitation are taken as the criteria for determining the success of a 

policing technique, then the systems and structures employed by the Victorian detectives had 

some merit. The principles underpinning their operational strategies were derived from two 

sources. Firstly, from their experience of what had worked in the past against crime and 

criminals and their intelligence gathering role in the context of public order. Secondly, from the 

development of new concepts and ideas specific to the way that intelligence product was 

obtained and subsequently dealt with. The catalyst for these latter innovations was the need 

to respond to extreme Irish nationalist activity, particularly in its unique and unprecedented 

manifestation in the 1880s. 

Table 6.2 deliniates the police operational methodology that was used to counter the 

"Jubilee Plot" of 1887 and consequently shows the breadth of the techniques that were actually 

employed by the detectives. The information was extracted from the first hand account of the 
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investigation given by James Monro in his memoirs of 1903 (p. 67 - 90). 

Table 6.2 

An Operational Analysis of the Jubilee Plot, as Described 
in the Monro Memoirs (1903) 

Operational Technique Page Number 

Use of informants 67 
Physical surveillance of suspect abroad (France) 67 

Interception of suspect's mail 67 
Detective deployed in covert role 68,69 
Overt police activity to disrupt activity of suspect 68,72-74 
Forensic comparison of handwriting 70 

Physical surveillance of suspect/associates/family in UK 7 
Directed deployment of Uniform Officers 71 
Enquiries carried out by proxy abroad (USA) 71,75 
Investigations into other criminal activity of suspect 73 

Deliberate manipulation of the Press to further investigative aims 73,76,81 
Investigation into financial activities of suspects 74,80 

Use of information received from Uniform Officers 74 
Use of formal & informal identification procedures 80,82 
Tracing of witnesses 82,84,85 
Forensic examination of explosives 83,87 

Use of information obtained from ticket/manifest enquiries 83 

There is no technique described in Table 6.2 that would not be regarded as valid in a 

contemporary investigation into potential terrorist activity. Whilst modem technology has 

altered dramatically the tactics of exactly how the policing imperatives are achieved e. g. 

surveillance, informant handling, processing and analysing intelligence etc, the principles and 

strategies which underpin them are little altered. It can be argued that Monro, Littlechild and 

their contemporaries would be pleasantly suprised to discover that so many of the aspects of 

operational methodology that they devised and adapted are still valid and effective today. 

Whilst most of these operational techniques were carried out by the Victorian detective 
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when investigating "ordinary" crime, it was the need to counter the extraordinary threat from 

extreme Irish activity that caused so many of them to be simultaneously deployed against one 

type of target involving many individuals. The pragmatic police approach of adopting and 

adapting tried and tested past practice and procedure, allied to new methods and approaches, 

led to quantifiable success in terms of arrests and convictions. 

The final proposition posited moves on from considering the characteristics of the 

operational methodology and concerns itself with its efficacy or otherwise when it was 

actually applied by the detectives in their day to day work. 

Working Proposition Three - The Effectiveness of the Detectives? 

The third working proposition focused on whether, on a balanced assessment, the 

Metropolitan Police detectives could be assessed as being effective in countering political 

violence and extremism or whether they were indeed as incompetent and irrelevant to 

countering extreme Irish nationalist activities as their detractors alleged 

Numerous difficulties stand in the way of making any assessment a meaningful one. 

Foremost amongst these is the fact that the documentary evidence which survives can only be 

a small fraction of the paperwork that was generated at the time. Without a larger proportion 

of it to examine, a holistic view cannot be formed with any degree of certainty. Secondly, this 

partial picture is focused mainly on the high profile investigations that ended in trials and 

convictions. Sufficient evidence to reach any conclusions concerning the less public side of 

their activities is absent e. g. police operations that led to the disruption of the perpetrators 

before they achieved there objective or where police activity deterred the bombers from a 

particular target. 

Indeed, it can be argued that evidence of this nature cannot exist unless it comes from 

the only source that could say whether the police impacted on them and in what way, that is, 
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from the bombers themselves. No extreme Irish nationalist involved at this level has left any 

account of their activities and no further light is shed on this by any informant. It remains 

unknown and to all intents and purposes, unknowable. 

This is not to say that the question of effectiveness cannot be addressed if its 

parameters are defined first. As has been shown above, it is impossible to quantify how 

effective the detectives were. However, if the question is reversed and posed in terms of 

were they ineffective, then a reasonable attempt can be made to formulate an assessment. 

Any tentative assessment must have these caveats firmly attached to it and take 

cogniscence of the differences in the police approach to the events of 1867 and those of the 

1880's. At first sight, there appears to be very little difference. The criticisms voiced by 

Hardy and Darby in 1867 appear to be closely in harmony with those voiced by Jenkinson 

after commencing his work in London in March 1883. If this is taken at face value, the 

implication is that the detectives had learnt nothing during or since 1867. Hence, this must 

reflect the low quality of officers that they had and the detectives were therefore not up to the 

job. On further examination, the two sets of criticisms, from certain politicians on the one 

hand and primarily Edward Jenkinson on the other, are substantially different. 

The criticism from politicians and the "establishment" during the events of 1867 had 

its roots in their own ignorance of the police and of crime and criminals (extreme Irish 

nationalist ones or otherwise). The politicians expectation that if only the detectives did their 

job properly, all extreme Irish nationalist crime and conspiracies could and would be detected. 

This assumption was unrealistic. The "logic" of the politicians seemed to take the following 

line. The duty of the police was to prevent crime and planting bombs was unequivocally a 

crime. More particularly, every bomb explosion must be the result of a failure in the Detective 

Department as their specific task was to detect crime and criminals. If they had carried this 

out effectively, then they would have unearthed the conspiracy and arrested the conspirators 
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before they could carry out an attack. As an attack had occured, ergo, they had failed in their 

duty. 

This attitude seems to particularly manifest itself in the remarks made by Gathorne 

Hardy in 1868, a fact made all the more extraordinary as he was the Home Secretary at the 

time and hence carried the ultimate political and Parliamentary responsibility for the conduct 

and efficiency of the Metropolitan Police. It also flies in the face of the report from the 

"Secret Service" established by the Home Office itself in the immediate aftermath of the 

Clerkenwell explosion. We are told by one of its members, Robert Anderson (who was later to 

become the Assistant Commissioner in charge of the Metropolitan Police detectives and 

simultaneously fulfilled for the Home Office the role of "Secret Agent"), that it was disbanded 

after three months when it became apparent that there was no deep seated, extreme Irish 

nationalist conspiracy to counter (Anderson, 1906). If it did not exist, then it cannot be 

consistent to criticise the detectives for failing to uncover it. 

As detailed earlier in this Chapter and in Chapter Three, this period saw several 

examples where timely and very accurate intelligence was obtained (particularly by the DMP) 

or where crucial arrests and convictions occurred. It can be argued that these cases show that 

the detectives had not been ineffective and where major failures did occur, as in Manchester 

and Clerkenwell, they arose as the consequence of a poor operational response by other, non- 

detective elements of the Forces involved. 

From 1883 onwards, by far the most vitriolic criticism of the detectives came from 

Edward Jenkinson, the head of Harcourt's new "Secret Service". The opinions he expressed 

are firmly rooted in one inescapable circumstance; his own unofficial and hence tenuous 

relationship to both the government and the civil service. This was fundamental to the 

difficulties he faced. With no formal part in the official mechanism, or any authority of his 

own enabling him to exploit any intelligence that he might receive, he was left feeling 
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powerless and hence vulnerable. These feelings manifested themselves as attacks on the only 

organisation which could carry out executive action and which insisted, as they were entitled 

to do, in carrying out their activities without deference to him; the Metropolitan Police 

detectives. They could, and did, function without him and his organisation whilst he could 

only function in a limited manner without them. As rivals therefore, it was arguably in his 

interests to discredit them at every opportunity. 

In addition, the detectives were able to successfully apply their own methodology to 

situations that Jenkinson believed ought to be resolved by his "new" approach. The 

possession of intelligence, even if it is accurate and of a very specific nature, is of little use 

unless effective action can be taken as a consequence of it. Monro insisted that the operational 

decisions concerning action to be taken and its timing were, and must remain, solely a police 

prerogative. 

The detectives regularly applied to their work the qualities so admired in their 

predecessor of over one hundred and forty years previously, Thomas De Veil: - 

There was no quality by which De Veil was more distinguished than his sagacity, 

except his diligence. If he was once furnished with a few hints, he knew how to form 

them into a clue..... when once he had hold of this clue, he never parted with it till he 

brought the whole discovery to the view of the public. 

(Anonymous biographer of De Veil, quoted in Babington, 1969, p. 54) 

A final factor in shaping Jenkinson's opinion of the detectives was Jenkinsons own 

character. He appears to have been headstrong, autocratic and intolerant. Unfortunately, Sir 

William Harcourt, the one man who should have acted to ameliorate Jenkinson's worst 

tendencies, only served to magnify them by initially encouraging him to take on a role that 

was constitutionally invalid and unaccountable. 

When Harcourt belatedly realised that Jenkinson was causing more problems than he 
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was solving, he regularly blamed him for situations that had arisen primarily out of his own 

early failure to lay down a clear and constitutional remit for Jenkinson to work to. Harcourts' 

comment ".... I am sorry for Jenkinson but he had made himself impossible. " (Harcourt to Spencer, 

December 14th, 1886, Harcourt papers, Box 710 f. 74, BJP) contains no hint of 

acknowledgement of the fact that Harcourt himself was predominantly responsible for 

allowing Jenkinson to become "impossible" in the first place. 

Jenkinson does not appear to have become reconciled to the position that, whatever 

Harcourt appeared to have intimated to him, he was neither in charge nor in control of the 

Metropolitan Police detectives. However, the fault does not lie entirely with Jenkinson as at 

the outset Harcourt positively encouraged him to believe that this would be the case (see 

Chapter Three for a discussion of Jenkinson's seminal memorandum to Harcourt on March 

6th, 1884 and Harcourt's response to it). 

Jenkinson was the most overtly critical of the detectives but, apart from the memoir of 

James Monro little material putting the opposing view can be found. Of the published written 

accounts left by those intimately involved in the events of the 1880s, only that of Le Caron 

gives public credit to the Irish Bureau for the way in which they exploited their particular 

skills and experience. Even he does so grudgingly: - 

But these policemen have succeeded more by chance than anything else; events 

have played into their hands, and, clever men that they are, they have been 

sufficiently capable to take advantage of the little that came to their knowledge and 
from small clues to work out great things. 

(Le Caron, 1893, p. 274/275) 

The ability to capitalise on an enemy's weakness and mistakes has been prized in 

military circles since time immemorial. There is no logical reason why it should be so 

disparaged in police officers. Indeed, when Napoleon Bonaparte was considering the 
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appointment of a new General to his army, he allegedly only asked one question of his 

advisors; is he lucky? (3). 

At the same time as the bomb attacks by the Skirmishers and Clan na Gael were 

taking place, other secret organisations such as the Irish Republican Brotherhood were 

actively pursuing their own revolutionary ends in Ireland, Britain and abroad and hence they 

too needed to be constantly monitored. When revolutionary Anarchist activity is thrown into 

the equation as well, the early Special Branch had a considerable span of potential work. 

As if this was not enough, Sir William Harcourt and Edward Jenkinson imposed an 

additional burden by their prediliction for armchair detection. Nearly twenty years after the 

Cunningham and Burton arrests, Monro's frustration is still apparent when he wrote 

consequently and somewhat ungrammatically: - 

Throughout this case, he [Jenkinson] and Sir William Harcourt nearly drove me frantic. 

As the enquiry went on day by day the copies of statements of witnesses were, under 
Home Office direction, sent to the Secretary of State and he and Mr Jenkinson then 

proceeded to construct a case out of the bits of evidence which they daily got. Sir W. 
Harcourt in writing and Mr Jenkinson verbally, wanted explanation of this and that 

circular which did not suit their views of the facts as regards their theory, and the 

consequences was that all through the enquiry I was worried by calls for explanation 

which were absolutely unnecessary and which simply from the Secretary of State 
doing what they had no business to do, attempting to direct a police enquiry instead of 
letting the responsible police officers do the (sic) duty. 

(Monro, 1903, p. 63) 

Monro's frustration with Harcourt's propensity to involve himself in the minutae of 

police operations also shows through clearly in other comments he made concerning 

Harcourt's involvement this particular case. After being summoned back three times by 

Harcourt from the scene of the explosion at the Tower of London where he was questioning 

Cunningham, the main suspect, Monro grudgingly returned to Scotland Yard. Here he found 
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that Harcourt had already attended the Yard and personally dispatched fourteen of "his" 

detectives to various ports around the UK. The consequence of this was that he had no 

detectives left to carry out the investigation into Cunningham until they had all been contacted 

and returned to London. In Monro's opinion, Harcourt was: - 

.... 
interfering in the most unjustifiable manner with police action which did not all 

conduce to police enquiries being properly carried out. The fact is that Sir William 
Harcourt, able man as he was, simply went off his head when there was any talk of 

explosions. 

(Monro, 1903, p. 55-56) 

It can be argued that the basic flaws in the British Governments' response to the 

attacks of the mid-1880s predominantly emanated from the dysfunctional relationship 

between the three individuals at its head. Jenkinson was not the right man to fulfill a role that 

required tact and diplomacy; Harcourt allowed himself to become carried away with the scope 

of what he actually could empower Jenkinson to do and all too frequently involved himself in 

matters that were the responsibility of others whilst Monro was determined that Scotland 

Yard would remain as the sole point of operational activity and constantly fought against 

Jenkinson to achieve this. 

Against this background, there is another factor that may go some way to explain 

Jenkinson's often repeated opinion that no-one at Scotland Yard could keep a secret and that 

the detectives always wanted to rush out and arrest someone when he, Jenkinson, wanted to 

play a longer, waiting game (for example, Jenkinson to Spencer, June 2nd and again on June 

3rd, Spencer papers, Jenkinson Box 1, BJP). His frustration that Monro did not see things in 

these terms lies behind many of his criticisms. In essence, Jenkinson seems to have had a 

flawed understanding of the fundamental role of the police and consequently, how this would 

inevitably clash with his own role as he envisaged it. 
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A well defined fault line separated the two philosophies. Monro, as a police officer, 

was clear that his duty lay in protecting the public and preventing crime. These priorities had 

been laid down by Mayne in the first Metropolitan Police Instruction Book and inculcated 

into all its officers ever since: - 

It should be understood at the outset that the principal object to be obtained is the 

prevention of crime. To this end every effort of the Police is to be directed. The 

security of person and property, the preservation of public tranquility and all other 

objects of a Police establishment will thus be better effected than by the detection 

and punishment of the offender after he has succeeded in committing crime. This 

should be constantly kept in mind by every member of the Police force as a guide for 
his own conduct. Officers and constables should endeavour to distinguish 

themselves by such vigilance and activity as may render it extremely difficult for 

anyone to commit a crime within that portion of the town under their charge. 

(Metropolitan Police Instruction Book, October 1829, p. 1) 

Monro gives his own interpretation of this philosophy when, in his memoirs, he 

describes the dilemma he faced during the police activity associated with the "Jubilee Plot" of 
1887: 

What was to be done? In ordinary circumstances I should have waited for 
developments, but in dynamite cases such waiting is too dangerous. An outrage is 

very easily brought off and if on such happening, it came out that police had had the 

man under observation and still had not prevented the outrage, complaint naturally 
would have been laid. I always worked in dynamite cases that prevention is better than 

cure, and therefore I determined to dislocate the plans of the lodger at Gladstone 

Street, by showing him that police were aware of his presence in London. 

(Monro, 1903, p. 72) 

However, Jenkinson seems to have seen his role, to use contemporary parlance, as 

enforcing national security and not primarily as ensuring public safety. In order to determine 

the identities of the men who actually controlled the conspiracy, he was prepared to accept a 
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higher level of risk to the public from the men who placed the bombs by letting them continue 

with their activities after the point was reached where Monro felt it was necessary to arrest or 

disrupt them. Jenkinsons stance would have been anathema to Monro and the detectives. For 

them to have been in a position where they had sufficient information to prevent a crime 

which, if carried out, would have had a high risk of public death and injury and yet not to have 

acted to stop it would have been morally unthinkable and, as they saw it, a clear breach of 

their responsibilities as police officers. 

In fairness to both Monro and Jenkinson, there are no absolutes in the dynamic that 

fluctuates between public safety and national security. It still exercises the minds of modern 

day police officers involved in "live" counter terrorism operations. Occaisionally, tensions do 

arise as the basic tenet of the police is still the preservation of life and consequently, their 

approach may occasionally be at odds with other perspectives. Hard and fast rules are 

inadequate to cover all eventualities and the situation must constantly be assessed to achieve 

the necessary fine balance. 

The 1880s were a period when an over-arching layer of personal rivalry and 

organisational conflict must be added to all the other factors that have already been identified 

during the 1860s as adversely impacting on any assessment of the detectives effectiveness. 

Firmer ground is reached when their success in securing convictions at court in connection 

with extreme Irish nationalist activity is examined. The figures are presented in Table 6.3: - 
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Table 6.3 

Convictions in Britain for Offences Related to Extreme Irish Nationalism 

Date Offence Nos. of persons 
convicted 

1866 (Birmingham) Treason felony 1 

1867 (Manchester) Murder 5 
Other convictions 7 

(Clerkenwell) Murder 1 

Treason felony 2 
(Birmingham) Treason felony 1 

1883 (Glasgow) Treason felony 1 
Possn. of explosives 4 

Other convictions 5 

(Liverpool) Treason felony 4 

(London and Treason felony 4 

Birmingham) 

1884 (London) Treason felony 1 
1885 (London) Treason felony 3 

1887 (London) Treason felony 2 

Total number of convictions 41 

(Data derived from Fairfield, 1953, p. 249-250: 

Quinlivan and Rose, 1982, p. 131) 

In absolute terms, forty one convictions for offences, albeit serious ones, that were 

committed as a consequence of extreme Irish nationalism and were spread over a twenty one 

year period initially may appear to be unremarkable. However, all the circumstances must be 

taken into account. These include factors such as the small overall number of individuals 

actively involved in "physical force" activity in Britain and the use of the USA as the source 
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of men, material and finance for the campaign. Additionally, the unprecedented nature of the 

threat on several levels (ranging from the very concept of causing explosions in British cities 

to the seminal use of new technology to produce the "infernal machines" which produced them) 

must also be taken into consideration. 

There was some recognition of the difficulties that the detectives had to overcome. On 

an official level, the role of the detectives in the arrest and conviction of Thomas Gallagher, the 

leader of a Clan na Gael bombing team, was officially acknowledged by the Treasury Solicitors 

Office in a report to the Home Secretary: - 

I trust it will not be presumptive on my part if I bring to the special notice of the Home 

Secretary the assistance rendered to this Department (which is within my own 
knowledge), as well as the services to the public of all the officers of the Detective 

Department of Scotland Yard who have been employed on this case. 
It is impossible to speak too highly of the zeal and intelligence they have one and all 

given to the inquiries they have made on instructions given to them and to those 

which they have originated on their own responsibility. Their whole action has been 

under the direction of Chief Superintendent Williamson and it is not too much to say 
that the successful result of this prosecution is as much due to Mr Williamson as to any 

other single person who has been concerned in the proceedings on the part of the 
Crown. 

(Stephenson to Liddell, Home Office, June 16th, 1883, 

HO 144/116/A26493 sub. 39, BJP) 

Though little was said in public about these police arrests and convictions, they must 

be counted a success. On the other hand, there is little evidence that "Secret Service" 

intelligence contributed greatly to them. Lord Spencer, for example, when discussing 

Jenkinson's request for £17 500 to fund his activities in 1885 and 1886 refers only to: - 

..... The great success in England was the Daley conviction, and I suppose the information 

which caused the iron grating to be put on the aperture near the base of the arches of London 

Bridge saved a great deal of destruction. 

(Spencer to Harcourt, January 4th, 1885, Spencer papers, Harcourt Box 2, BJP) 
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Even Robert Anderson, Le Caron's "handler" for many years, was forced to admit that "No 

one in the United Kingdom or the USA was ever charged on the basis of information provided by Le Caron. " 

(Anderson, 1910, p. 15 9). 

Jenkinson appears to have pulled off an intelligence coup in December 1886 when he 

wrote to Monro warning him of an imminent dynamite attack on the House of Commons and 

suggesting that discrete precautions be taken in order to ensure that his informant was not 

placed in danger (Jenkinson to Monro, December 26th, 1884, Harcourt papers, Box 104, 

f. 127, BJP). Two attacks did indeed take place on January 24th, 1885 and Monro deals at 

some length with the investigation and convictions of Burton and Cunningham for the one 

which took place at the Tower of London (though not for their suspected part in the bomb 

attack on the House of Commons). 

However, he makes no mention of any warning or intelligence received from Jenkinson 

prior to the attack. He may have had his own motive for this omission or indeed, Jenkinson's 

information may have been completely unrelated to the attack itself. It is unusual that, if the 

circumstances are as they at first appear, a blizzard of recriminating correspondence did not 

develop between Jenkinson, Harcourt and Monro. The apparent absence of such 

correspondence may merely be a reflection of its inability, along with much other material, to 

have survived as part of the public record or as private papers. 

As stated previously, the fragmented nature of the threat from extreme Irish 

nationalism, and the consequent compounding of the difficulties that the detectives faced, also 

seems to be overlooked consistently by their critics. Firstly, the threat in the 1880s did not 

come from any revival of the Fenian Brotherhood, the organisation involved in violence in the 

1860s. This time, there was no single, Irish extremist conspiracy that could form the focal 

point for police activity. It involved several separate organisations. 

From 1881 to 1883, the attacks were mounted by the "Skirmishers" but from late 

1883 onwards, they were carried out by Clan na Gael. In modem parlance, the campaign of 

370 



the 1880's involved "active service units" or "cells" from both these groups. They originated 

from two different and indeed mutually hostile organisations, each operating independently of 

the other on mainland Britain and supplied with money and explosives by two separate 

logistic chains. An added difficulty for the Metropolitan Police detectives was that the 

ultimate source of men, equipment and finances for both the Skirmishers and Clan na Gael lay 

on the other side of the Atlantic Ocean in the USA. Many of the perpetrators travelled from 

the USA specifically to undertake this type of activity, thus compounding the difficulties of 

both intelligence gathering before the event and finding evidence against the perpetrators after 

it. Moreover, the government of the USA itself was sympathetic to, and supportive of, 

extreme Irish nationalist aspirations. 

The waters were muddied even further by the arms procurement activities on the 

mainland of the Irish Republican Brotherhood in order to assist in their objective of fomenting 

a "rising" in Ireland and finally, there was the constant threat of assasinations from small 

splinter groups who were inspired by the Irish National Invincibles. Once the the enormous 

operational difficulties which faced the detectives are considered in detail, it can be argued that 

perhaps their record was deserving of more recognition at the time. 

Without the ability of the detectives to discover and integrate the multifarious strands 

of intelligence, information and evidence, arrests could not have taken place and hence no 

convictions in a court of law been obtained. Consequently, the bombers would have been at 

liberty to strike with impunity. There were very few attacks in the 1880s that did not result 

in the conviction of the perpetrator or their positive identification (at least to the satisfaction 

of the detectives, even though sufficient evidence may have been lacking to arrest and charge 

them). 

Cognizance should also be taken of the fact that, whilst many officers from the 

Metropolitan Police and other Forces were involved in these investigations, in 1884 the core 
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of `Special' consisted of twenty two detectives (Porter, 1987). Between the years 1883 and 

1887, the record of "Officers at C. O. Special" designates only forty officers with a "Date of 

Appointment to Special Duty" during that crucial period (Metropolitan Police ledger, Special 

Branch, Record of Postings and Promotions, 1886 to 1917). 

One further hurdle had to be overcome by the detectives and this burden primarily fell 

on their senior officers. It was the unintentionally disruptive interference in operational 

matters emanating from Sir William Harcourt, the Home Secretary and the deliberately 

obstructive activities of his appointee, Edward Jenkinson. It is now clear that the attitude of 

Edward Jenkinson cannot be relied upon as a barometer of the efficacy or otherwise of the 

Metropolitan Police detectives but his expressed views must be placed in a broader context. 

Jenkinson's opinion was regularly and forcefully committed to paper and dispatched 

by him to anyone whom he felt ought to listen, primarily Lord Spencer. However, he had 

every reason to ensure that the detectives became the scapegoats for his own failure to 

produce consistently useful operational intelligence. This failure was compounded as the 

detectives achieved their arrests and convictions independently of Jenkinson's concerted 

efforts to undermine their operations on the street and their credibilty in the corridors of 

power. 

On the basis of this research, it is now argued that there is sufficient evidence available 

to establish that the detectives of the Metropolitan Police Special Branch and their immediate 

predecessors were not ineffective in countering extreme Irish nationalist activity. They were 

able to adapt to the new and unprecedented threat from 1881 onwards, were flexible and 

imaginative in their approach to dealing with it and, where new thinking and innovation were 

required, not only did they accomplish this but were able then to turn new concepts into 

practical reality. 

Whilst some individuals appear to have judged them harshly at the time, many of the 
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police successes against Irish republican terrorism over the last thirty years have occurred as a 

result of the foundations in police operational methodology that they pioneered in the 1880s. 

Almost since the inception of the Metropolitan Police in 1829, they and other police 

forces have played a significant role in the gathering of intelligence in order to be aware of 

impending public disorder, the activities of potential foreign extremists in this country and to 

counter extreme Irish nationalist activity. For fifty years, developments occurred in the 

operational methodology of exactly how the police achieved this objective. Progress was slow, 

spasmodic and at times stopped altogether but they always seemed to be at least adequate to 

deal with the priority of the moment. It was an intermittent process of evolution, not a 

revolutionary change to the existing paradigm. In broad terms, as the tasks that they were 

required to undertake remained similar, the operational police response also tended to remain 

comfortingly familiar. However, this model altered irrevocably in 1881. 

With the first ever attack on the British mainland that involved the deliberate planting 

of an explosive device in a public place in order to achieve a political objective, at Salford on 

January 4th, 1881, extreme Irish nationalists made both a strategic and tactical quantum leap. 

They gave no warning of their intention and they made no claim of responsibility for it, 

relying instead on the "propaganda of the deed". A strong argument can be advanced that the 

modem phenomenon we now call "terrorism" came into being on that fateful day (see also 

Appendix A). 

Everything the extreme Irish nationalists did from that point onwards was 

unprecedented; their use of the powerful new explosive called dynamite; their use of a time- 

delay initiation system on the bombs, in turn made possible by their invention of the 

mechanical detonator; their selection of targets linked to "the establishment" and at symbolic 

locations and their use of a foreign country (the USA) as a "safe haven" from which they 
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could organise with relative impunity their personnel, equipment and finances. 

Consequently, whilst it may not have been immediately apparent to them, the police, 

especially the detectives, had reached a singularity, a point where all their previous 

assumptions and working propositions concerning "Fenians" and their activities were no 

longer valid. For the first time anywhere in the world, a Victorian police force faced the 

equivalent of a modem campaign of terrorism. Finally, to further compound the difficulties of 

the detectives, they faced attacks carried out by two separate and mutually exclusive extremist 

groups, Clan na Gael and the Skirmishers. 

Initially, tried and tested techniques were used by the detectives in the new 

environment created by the attacks of the extreme Irish nationalists. These were then adapted 

in the light of experience and in turn, they led on to the devising and implementation of new 

tactics and methods. Consequently, a dynamic relationship between the evolving methodology 

of the extreme Irish nationalists and that of the detectives was thus created. 

Within a few years of the attacks starting, the scale of the task in countering extreme 

Irish nationalism ensured that a new and systematised approach to'the primary police 

requirement of gathering both evidence and intelligence had been put into place. From at least 

1888 and probably before, organisational structures had been created by the Metropolitan 

Police to counter all prevailing aspects of violent, politically motivated crime. They were 

known as CID Sections b, c and d and their operational methodology focused on 

"surveillance" in its broadest sense, especially the handling of informants, physical 

surveillance, border control and the monitoring of suspected organisations, individuals and 

relevant convicted prisoners. To support these activities, a system of files and registers were 

put into place to record, collate, store and retrieve the information and intelligence that was 

gained. 

The entire operational response of the detectives had become far more organised and as 
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a consequence, it became more effective. Arrests were made and convictions obtained at 

Court. This led not only to punishment for those who had already carrying out bomb attacks 

but it also acted to disrupt others before they could carry out further attacks. 

A prime example of this was the arrest of the Gallagher team, all of whose members 

and the explosives that they intended to use had arrived in Britain from the USA. In this case, 

enquiries made by the detectives led to covert observation on the suspects carried out by 

officers posing as fellow lodgers and culminating in their arrest and the recovery of a large 

quantity of highly unstable nitroglycerine explosive. It was a successful operation, made all 

the more remarkable for the time as it required the co-operation of more than one police force 

and was targeted against "terrorists" who had arrived from another country. 

Not only was it the first time that this had happened in Britain but it was the first time 

it had occured anywhere in the world. The detectives of the Metropolitan Police and the 

Birmingham City Police were pioneers on a global scale. Without the arrests made by the 

detectives, particularly during the campaigns from 1881 onwards, there would undoubtedly 

have been many more bomb attacks and consequently a greatly increased risk to the public of 

death and injury. 

In terms of the specific results that they may have achieved in the intelligence field, it 

is very difficult to quantify if they had any effect they were as there is no reliable way to 

measure or gauge it. Additionally, to quantify their effectiveness in terms of how their 

activities impacted in the fields of deterrence and disruption also cannot be done in any 

meaningful way. Both these issues have been discussed previously in this chapter. However, 

evidence has put forward which, it can be argued, shows that the perception on the part of 

some critics, both then and in modem times, that the detectives were ineffective and made no 

impact on the activities of extreme Irish nationalists on the British mainland is not an accurate 

reflection of what they actually achieved. 
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This thesis has evaluated existing material and newly discovered primary source 

documents, memoirs and official communications in order to focus on the operational 

methodology of the detectives and to explore the new and unique environment that they were 

forced to operate in from 1881 onwards. Consequently, it has argued that the involvement of 

the Metropolitan Police in countering political violence and extremism during the 19th century 

was due to a pragmatic and evolutionary process, not an accident of history; that this role was 

carried out in a generally organised and systematic ways and that, contrary to the opinion of 

their detractors, the detectives were not ineffective in countering extreme Irish nationalist 

activities. 
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AFTERWORD 

If many of the principles and strategy of modern terrorism became a reality with the 

detonation of the Salford bomb in 1881, by the year 1888 the principles and strategy that 

continue to underpin police counter terrorism operations today had also been devised and 

implemented by the Metropolitan Police, particularly within its Special Branch. This 

crystallisation of organisational objectives and the strategy to achieve them also continues to 

be mirrored today within the contemporary Irish republican movement, as currently embodied 

in the IRA and its most recent derivatives, RIRA and CIRA. For both police and extreme Irish 

nationalists, the process of change over the last one hundred and ten years has primarily 

occurred in the tactics that they both employ, not in their respective underlying operational 

strategies and imperatives. 

The ".... complete cessation of military operations.... " initially declared by the IRA on August 

31st, 1994 and reimposed by them on July 19th, 1997 has led to a substantial and welcome 

diminuition of attacks. The IRA took a significant further step away from the use of violence 

to achieve its political aims in October 2001 when it issued a statement, in turn confirmed by 

a report from the Independent International Commission on Decommissioning (IICD) which 

stated that they had witnessed the IRA ".... put a quantity of arms completely beyond use. The material 

in question includes arms, ammunition and explosives. " (Report of the IICD to the British 

Government, quoted in The Guardian, October 24th, 2001, p. 2). With the IRA no longer 

engaged in "military operations", the scale of attacks in Britain have been much reduced. 

However, they still continue to occur. 

Currently (March 2002), the temptation for the modern equivalent of the "physical 

force" faction of Irish nationalism to drive forward political change by the continuous use of 

the bomb and the bullet seems to have been irresistible and they continue to mount attacks in 
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Northern Ireland and on the British mainland. Most recently, car bombs have exploded 

outside the BBC in White City (March 4th, 2001) and in Ealing Broadway (August 3rd, 2001) 

whilst a third one in the centre of Birmingham (November 3rd, 2001) failed to detonate fully. 

Fortuitously, no lives have been lost to date but as there appears to be little prospect of an 

end to such actions, this may change. 

The evolution of police counter terrorism methodology, which crystallised in the 

nineteenth century with the advent of extreme of Irish nationalist activity, continues today as 

we move forward into the twenty first century (4). However, the Irish republican movement 

in all its guises has not been the sole perpetrator of terrorist attacks in Britain nor is it the 

only potential threat that faces the UK. 

In an echo of the situation that faced the detectives in early 1881, during April 1999, a 

series of three "no warning, no claim" attacks occurred in London, targeted respectively 

against locations symbolic to the black, Asian and homosexual communities (Guardian et al, 

daily from April 17th, 1999 onward). They offer an indication of the difficulties that the 

modern counter terrorism detective may increasingly face. The task appeared a daunting one, 

although in this case it resulted in a successful prosecution of the one individual who was 

responsible for all of the attacks. 

In these circumstances, many of the normal operational activities are limited in their 

usefulness. Tasking an informant to penetrate an established group or using sophisticated 

surveillance techniques against its members are of little value in identifying and apprehending a 

lone individual who is driven by their own personal ideation and motivation and who also has 

the knowledge and expertise to construct their own bombs. However, the situation was 

somewhat analogous to that which faced the Victorian detectives from 1881 onwards. Who 

was causing the explosions? How were they selecting their targets? Why were they doing it? 

Where did their technical knowledge and equipment come from? How could intelligence and 
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evidence be gathered to identify them amongst the teeming population of London? As today, 

it was a certain set of particular circumstances that prevailed at the time which drove in turn 

the police operational methodology required to counter them. 

The rise in the use of potentially lethal force by single actors or single issue groups 

issue adds complexity to the counter terrorist role of the police. However, a new and far more 

deadly threat than any that has gone before is now a reality. 

On September 11th, 2001, in New York, the two main skyscrapers of the World Trade 

Centre were destroyed by highjackers crashing a fully laden passenger aircraft into each of 

them. At the same time in Washington, part of the Pentagon was destroyed in an identical 

attack and in addition, a fourth high jacked aircraft crashed in Pennsylvania before it could be 

flown into its target, believed to have been the White House. All the passegers in the four 

aircraft were killed and the resultant total number of deaths numbered at least two thousand 

six hundred people. The true death toll may never be accurately known. There is no doubt 

that the attacks were carried out by terrorists and there is little doubt that they carried out 

their actions on behalf of a group called "Al Quaeda". 

They are a loose, world-wide network of Islamic extremists and extremist groups 

dedicated to the removal of all vestiges of the West from the Holy Sites in Saudi Arabia and 

the establishment of a greater Islamic state based on the historical boundaries of 8th century. 

Led by Usama bin Laden, a wealthy Saudi businessman who fought against the Russians in 

Afghanistan in the 1980s, they have carried out other deadly attacks resulting in many 

casualties, most notably in the simultaneous car bomb attacks on the US Embassies in 

Nairobi, Kenya and Dar es Salaam, Tanzania in August 1998. 

There appears to be a growing belief amongst the nations of the West that they are 

actively seeking to acquire and use Chemical, Biological, Radiological and Nuclear (CBRN) 

weapons. The feeling was succintly put by Richard Holbrooke, former US Ambassador to 
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the UN: 

The issue is nuclear. There is no question that the next generation of terrorists, rather 

than going for small, little dramas, will go for the big one. That takes years to plan - and it 

will be nuclear. 

(Richard Holebrooke, quoted by Barnaby, 2001, p. ii) 

Indeed, even if Al Queda have not yet been sucessful in acquiring weapons of mass 

destruction, others have not only done so but have used them. In the immediate aftermath of 

September 11th, the USA was subjected to several fatal attacks using weapons grade Anthrax 

spores delivered through the US postal system. No claim of responsibility has been made and 

the motive remains far from clear (New Scientist, November 3rd and December 8th, 2001). 

Taken together, the use of high jacked passenger airlines as "missiles" to carry out mass 

casualty terrorist attacks and the wide-spread dissemination of a deadly biological toxin as a 

weapon take the known capabilities of the terrorist into a new dimension of lethality. 

No previous attacks have had such a far reaching and immediate effect on the United 

Kingdom response to terrorism. It has impacted on all aspects of government and in turn a 

whole series of critical issues are being actively addressed as a matter of urgency; readiness 

and response, incident management, consequence management and protection and security 

(particularly concerning aviation). The investigative and intelligence gathering requirements 

have already led to a re-ordering of the organisational priorities of the Metropolitan Police and 

this must now be sustained over many years. International terrorism has unequivocally 

become an issue of national security that also requires action on a global scale. This is now the 

new environment in which the police response to terrorism must operate. 

The musings of Karl Heinzen in 1849 concerning the use of poison gas, rockets or 

explosives to cause the destruction of ".... whole cities with 100 000 inhabitants... " to advance the 

cause of social revolution (Heinzen quoted in Laquer, 1977, p. 40) could be dismissed for 
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nearly one hundred and fifty years as unpleasant and perverse flights of fancy. For many 

years, the technology did not exist to achieve it and when it did, its possession and control 

was a monopoly of the state. No longer is this the case. We now live in an age when mass 

terrorism is a reality and that in turn has brought us uncomfortably close to the logical next 

step - the use by terrorists of a weapon of mass destruction to cause casualties on an as yet 

unprecedented scale. 
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NOTES 

(1) In addition, Harcourt approached the Military Department to request the 

deployment of troops to assist in guarding public buildings until such times as 

sufficient police officers could be recruited and deployed. The actions of Harcourt 

soon became immortalised in a contemporary rhyme: - 

Harcourty, Harcourty hock 

What caused the dynamite shock? 
The Blues and their races 
Drew Blues from their places 
Harcourty, Harcourty hock. 

(Anon, quoted in Pulling, 1964, p. 99) 

(2) Within London, these powers were contained in the Metropolitan Police Act, 

1829 and under section 4 of the Vagrancy Act, 1824. 

(3) Paradoxically, the IRA made its own comment on the role of luck in the 

aftermath of the Brighton bomb in 1984 which nearly killed the then Prime Minister, 

Margaret Thatcher. In a press statement following the attack they proclaimed: - 

Today you were lucky. We have to be lucky once. You have to be lucky all the 

time. 

(An Phoblacht/Republican News, October, 1984) 

(4) For example, The Terrorism Act 2000 brings into the definition of terrorism 
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any action which is "designed seriously to interfere with or seriously to disrupt an electronic 

system" (Terrorism Act 2000, s. 1(2)e). In effect, this establishes "cyber terrorism" as a 

legal concept and makes it commission a criminal offence. The Act also expands the 

motivation behind terrorist offences to include those committed not only for political 

reasons but also ideological and religious reasons. 
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APPENDIX A 

EXTREME IRISH NATIONALISM: ITS HISTORICAL INFLUENCES AND EFFECTS 

To Carl von Clausewitz, a military theorist writing in the 18th century, war was "a 

mere continuation of policy by other means" (Clausewitz, Carl von, 1828, edited by Willmot, 1997). 

The universality of this idea has been echoed and applied by people as diverse as Mao Tse 

Tung, who in turn stated that "War cannot for a single moment be separated from politics, politics are 

bloodless war, war is the politics of bloodshed" (quoted in Greig, 1973, p. 176) whilst the essence of 

the concept was also echoed by R. Buckminster Fuller in his phrase "The end move in politics is 

always to pick up a gun" (Fuller quoted in Contradictory Quotations, 1983, p. 157). 

By the middle of the 20th century, to certain countries, the use of terrorism as an 

instrument of state policy had thus become the preferred "extension of politics by other means", 

thereby creating a halfway house between politics and war. If terrorism is a strategy for the 

weak to use against the strong, then its lessons can also be applied by a weak state against a 

strong state (see Introduction for the assigned definition of terrorism). Its effectiveness had 

already been proved by various terrorist groups who had previously perfected it in their self 

declared wars on states and governments. The early Irish physical force movement, one of the 

earliest exponents of this type of asymmetric warfare, was seminal to the development of this 

doctrine. 

In current British military parlance, an insurgency is classified as an "Operation other 

than War" (OOTW). It is generally defined as an armed political struggle whose objectives 

may be diverse and unique to the context of that particular insurgency. It may or may not 

involve the use of terrorism as a tactic. Historically, insurgencies have also been called 

rebellions, revolts and uprisings, whilst military strategists have caused further difficulties by 
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employing in their analyses other terms such as revolutionary warfare and guerrilla warfare. 

All of them have, at some stage, been applied to events concerning Ireland and its relationship 

with Britain. 

Insurrections can be attempted in many ways and, whilst the ultimate objective 

remained broadly similiar, most of the methods have been used in Ireland. This was neatly 

encapsulated by Bowyer Bell when he commented: - 

Irish republican history, largely a chronicle of failure, contains almost the entire 

spectrum of revolutionary strategy and tactics, including those beyond the narrow 
tradition of physical force: boycotts, civil disobedience campaigns and even the 

conventional manoeuvres of electoral politics. 

(Bowyer Bell, 1975, p. 28) 

The use of terror and terrorism whilst not specifically mentioned, is implicit. It formed 

the sole weapon of the IRA during their attacks on the mainland in 1939 to 1940 and has 

formed the major part of their tactics in mainland Britain since 1972. Consequently, its use 

has now become elevated from a tactic to a core element of strategy. However, during the 

period of thirty or so years considered most closely in this research, its objective when carried 

out on the mainland has varied dramatically, oscillating from the almost accidental by-product 

of other actions in the 1860s to the strategic goal of the 1880s (when it became the sole 

method of attempting to force the British government to withdraw from Ireland). It changed 

again in the 1920s, becoming a tactic on the mainland for the IRA to retaliate for the actions of 

Crown Forces in Ireland. 

The Concept of a Typology of Motive and its Application To Irish Nationalism 

In his attempt to develop a typology to encapsulate all the groups who use political 

violence, Tupman recognises ten classifications. He categorises the IRA of 1919-1922 as 
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"indigenous groups facing an occupying power" (Tupman, 1989, p. 3). 

The concept of using a typology to classify terrorist activity can be extended and then 

applied as a mean s to examine further the historically discrete phases of physical force carried 

out by extreme Irish nationalists on the British mainland. The main strategic aims during each 

period of extreme Irish nationalist activity first need to be categorised. There appear to be four 

main strategic aims: - 
- To pressure the British government to comply with 

extreme nationalist demands 

- To procure arms and explosives 

- To rescue captured key personnel 

- To retaliate directly in Britain for security force 

activities in Ireland/Northern Ireland 

Table 1(Appendix A) uses this typology of motive to highlight the similarities and the 

differences, between each historical period of extreme Irish nationalist activity. 

Table 1 (Appendix A) 

Comparison of the Main Strategic Intention of Extreme Irish 

Nationalist Activity in Britain During Each Phase Since 1867 

Date 

1866 - 1867 

1881-1887 

1920 -1921 

1939-1940 

1953-1959 

1972-1996 

1996-1999 

Strategic Intention 

Pressure Procurement Rescue 

xx 

Xx 

XX 

X x@ 

Xx 

x 

XX 

Retaliation 

X 

X@ 

isolated incidents 
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A complication to the linear argument that "extreme Irish nationalism equates with 

terrorism" arises when extreme Irish nationalist activity is examined in this manner. From 

1972 onwards, there is little doubt that the IRA has been predominantly engaged in terrorism. 

By implication, if this is accepted, they are a terrorist group. However, the situation is not so 

clear cut when the other historical periods are scrutinised, particularly those that occured 

during the Victorian era. 

An examination of Table 1(Appendix A) shows that the main motivation for extreme 

Irish nationalist activity in 1867 was to procure weapons on the mainland of Britain to use in 

an armed rebellion in Ireland and to rescue three of their leaders from either police custody or 

prison. It is therefore difficult to look at any of the incidents of that period as "terrorism" in 

the currently accepted sense. 

However, in the 1880s, the motivation changed to one of forcing the British 

government to withdraw from Ireland by carrying out bomb attacks on the British mainland. It 

can be argued that this act was the first time that extreme Irish nationalists had specifically 

planned and carried out an action that would now generally be described as terrorism. Indeed, 

it was also the first time time that any such action had occurred anywhere in the world. 

The Concept of a Cycle of Reinforcement 

The extreme Irish nationalist strategy of attacking the mainland to pressure the British 

government into withdrawal only appears in three of the periods deliniated in Table 1 

(Appendix A) the campaign of the early 1880's, the attacks of 1939/40 and from 1972 

onwards. The concept of a policy of retaliatory attacks for the actions of British forces 

appears with any frequencyonly in 1920-1921. It also makes an appearance in the current 

phase but as isolated incidents rather than as a consistent strategy. 

The bombing by the Official IRA (OIRA) of the Parachute Regiment Mess in 
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Aldershot in February 1972 as a consequence of that Regiment's role in the events of Bloody 

Sunday during January of that year (Coogan, 1988) and the bomb attack by PIRA on 

Margaret Thatcher at the Imperial Hotel, Brighton on October 12th, 1984 (Bowyer Bell 1994) 

fall into this category. The latter event was probably motivated at least in equal measure by 

revenge for the deaths of the seven PIRA and three Irish National Liberation Army (INLA) 

hunger strikers than with the hope of achieving any strategic political or military objective. 

Organised activity linked to Irish nationalist aspirations can be likened to a pendulum, 

oscillating above a scale of action calibrated from internalised discussion, through politics 

(both local & national), to street activism, violent protest and ultimately, terrorism. At any 

given moment, the pendulum may move to any point on the scale: - 

Figure. I (Appendix A) 

Extreme Irish Nationalism: The Pendulum of Potential Activity 

Political 

process 

Internal Extreme 

discussion violence 
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The classical perception of extreme Irish nationalist activity in Britain is that of a 

series of isolated campaigns of violence which erupted spasmodically before being suppressed 

by police and security agency activity. The aim of these campaigns consistently has been to 

achieve a unitary Irish Republic by forcing Britain to relinquish its hold on the island of 

Ireland. Using the concept of the cycle of reinforcement, it is possible to consider holistically 

extreme Irish nationalist activity and its consequent effects on policing in Britain. It is not a 

series of violent but discrete campaigns, rather it is a constant process through time within 

which activity varies between politics and violent action. When violence occurs, this leads to 

constant reactions by the police and further innovation by extreme nationalists to ensure the 

success of a future attack. The cycle therefore has an internal dynamic of its own. 

The model is obviously simplistic, as activities are not always mutually exclusive but 

can be pursued simultaneously. This simultaneous "twin track approach" of politics and 

violence is not, in itself, a modem phenomenon. According to Laquer, during the early 1880s: - 

[Johann]Most was in favour of a dual strategy: legal or semilegal organisations with 

meetings and publications on the one hand, and on the other operations of small 

conspiratorial groups. 

(Laquer, 1977, p. 81) 

The concept has appeared throughout republican history, from the support of the 

revolutionary organisations Clan na Gael and the IRB for Parnell's political initiative, the 

"New Departure", whilst at the same time preparing for attacks on Britain (Short, 1979; Kee, 

1994), to the IRA in 1921 when their activities provoked the Irish Minister of Justice, Kevin 

O'Higgins, to state: - 

We will not have two governments in this country and we will not have two armies in 

this country ..... They cannot have it both ways. They cannot have the platform and the 
bomb. 

(O'Higgins quoted in Foley, 1992, p. 36) 
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These words apply equally as well as a commentary on the statement of Danny 

Morrison, publicity director of Sinn Fein, when he made his "Armalite and the ballot box" call at 

their November 1981 Ard Fheis. He stated: - 

Will anyone here object if, with a ballot paper in this hand and an Armalite in the other 
hand, we take power in Ireland? 

(McCrystal, 1993, p. 93) 

As of midnight, August 31st, 1994, the pendulum swung away from terrorism and 

hovered over "politics", supported by street activism, as the mechanism for achieving the 

Republican aspirations of a British withdrawal and the unification of the island of Ireland. 

Whilst the Provisional IRA were observing their first self-imposed "complete cessation of military 

operations" (An Phoblacht/Republican News, February 15th, 1995, p. 3), the then Chief 

Constable of the Royal Ulster Constabulary (RUC), Sir Hugh Annesley, observed: - 

There is little doubt that the leadership of the PIRA wants the peace to hold but there 

are significant pockets of the volunteers on the ground who would like to go back to 

the war effort. The war machine has not been stood down - they are still training, they 

are still quartermastering arms and that, in part, is to keep the volunteers happy, give 

them something to do. A more sinister side of it must be that if there was an impasse 

on the way forward, there is at least a potential to go back to it. But in my view, at this 

stage it is not likely. 

(Police, July 1995, p. 28) 

That potential to return to violence was realised at 7.01pm on the evening of Friday, 

February 9th, 1996 when a large lorry bomb exploded at South Quay in London. Two people 

died and overone hundred were injured. One hour previously, in a call to a radio station in 

Dublin, the IRA announced that the "complete cessation" had ended at 6pm that evening. They 

then returned to their previous strategy of trying to force political concessions by the use of 

terrorist actions. These actions have occurred on the British mainland, in Northern Ireland and 
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in continental Europe. 

This phase, however, was a short, tactical one and on July 20th, 1997, the Provisional 

IRA announced a second ceasefire which still holds (as of May 2002). The emphasis of this 

period has been on the political process, through the endorsement of the Good Friday 

Agreement, the establishment of the Northern Ireland Assembly and the continuing Peace 

Process. There are constant, real difficulties still to be overcome and these are compounded by 

a return to a campaign of violence by the extreme Irish nationalists who are deeply unhappy 

with the overt political strategy that Sinn Fein/IRA are currently pursuing. 

External Influences on Extreme Irish Nationalists 

The use of systematic assassination as part of an overall political strategy extends back 

through history. Traces of its use as a weapon to further political ends can be found in 

antiquity, articulated in the writings of various Chinese military strategists (Turnbull, 1977). 

The route to the present day is long and convoluted but travels via the Sicarii of first century 

Palestine to the Nizari Isma'ili sect of eleventh century Persia who carried out systematic 

political murders on the order of their leader, Hasan -I Sabbah. 

Indeed, the word "assassin" itself originates here, derived from the name "Hashishin" 

given to his followers and which may refer to their use of the drug Hashish as part of the 

mystical symbolism of their rituals (Burman, 1987). Here too can be found the concept of the 

suicide attack, an increasingly dominant feature in the violent politics of Palestinian resistance 

to Israeli rule and the attacks of Al Qaeda and its supporters. The phenomenon is not purely a 

Middle Eastern or even an Islamic one. It has also been regularly employed by the Tamil 

Tigers in their guerilla war against the Sri Lankan government (Gunaratna, 1997). 

Perhaps the first documented use of assassination by a group who wished to force an 

occupying power to relinquish its hold on a country occurred in AD 66-73. It was carried out 
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by the sicarii, a religious sect who were active in the Zealot struggle to rid Palestine of the 

Romans (Laquer, 1977). They were a nationalist group who used terrorist attacks against the 

occupying power and its perceived collaborators, the Pharisees, who were the politically 

dominant group and broadly sympathetic to the Romans (D'Alessio and Stolzenberg, 1990). 

Their ultimate aim was to intimidate the population into a rebellion against Rome. It was 

necessary for them to broaden their attacks to include the Pharisees due to the small number 

of Romans in Judea (D'Alessio and Stolzenberg, 1990). 

Josephus, in his contemporary chronicle The Jewish War describes the tactics of the 

sicarii. Festival crowds were used to provide cover for them to operate. The victim was 

stabbed with a dagger (sicari ) and the assassin then vanished into the throng. The sicaril 

were small in numbers but were able to affect the lives of many, a concept echoed in the 

modem doctrine of "kill one, frighten ten thousand". Their effectiveness is attested to by 

Josephus "More terrible than the crimes themselves was the fear they aroused, every man hourly expecting 

death, as in war " (Josephus, translated by Williamson, 1981, p. 147). They also successfully 

used kidnapping as a means of obtaining concessions, on one occasion securing the release of 

imprisoned comrades (D'Alessio and Stolzenberg, 1990). 

With the advent of the sicarii, assassination was no longer a tactic confined to the 

grand strategies of those who wrestled for personal or state power but a means by which a 

small group of like - minded people, with no political power, could challenge the status quo. 

They were, in modem parlance, one of the earliest examples of an "asymmetric threat", where 

the threat to the state is disproportionally large compared with the group or even individual 

posing the threat. The sicarii, their aims and their tactics were thus an early example of a 

struggle which, if it were occurring today, must surely raise a measure of sympathy in many 

other contemporary extreme nationalist groups. Undoubtedly, this would include many 

extreme Irish nationalists. 

395 



The Influence of Marxism and Anarchism on Irish Nationalism 

Any attempt to place into a modem historical context the origins of extreme Irish 

nationalist activity, and its subsequent impact on the British mainland, should commence with 

an examination of the potential influences exercised on the "physical force" movement by 

contemporaneous events and similar organisations in other countries. 

Whilst the history of Britain's interactions with Ireland will always pose the question 

of how far back into the past it is necessary to go to find a starting point, for the purposes of 

this research much of what occurred received its initial impetus in the 1840s. In Ireland it was 

a time of famine, uprising and emigration to America. In Britain, there was the rising tide of 

Chartism, the Reform movement and popular unrest. On the grand scale, the forces of 

revolutionary politics were about to be unleashed. From a police perspective, the experiment 

of an organised, London wide police was put on a statutory footing and the 1840s provided 

the genesis of a detective function within the Metropolitan Police. 

In 1848, the year of the abortive "Young Ireland" rising, Karl Marx published his 

Communist Manifesto, a book which was eventually to have an enormous influence in Russia 

and subsequently, the rest of the world (Laquer, 1977). This seminal document became the 

foundation stone of a revolutionary movement which became increasingly active during the 

period from the 1860s to the 1880s. Its influence coincided with two periods when the 

extreme aspect of Irish nationalism was making its mark in Britain. 

After the foundation by Marx and Friedrich Engels of the International Working Mens 

Association (IWMA) in 1864, a struggle ensued for its control with a man who was later to 

become the leading light of the Anarchist movement, Mikhael Bakunin. Unravelling the 

labyrinthian complexities of Marxist and Anarchist ideology is a monumental task which will 

not be attempted here but it is necessary to highlight one area with particular implications for 

the Fenians. 

396 



This is the debate that raged over the appropriate method of bringing about the 

revolutionary transformation of society. In essence, Marxists advocated the achievement of 

the end result by political means; a socialist party would take power (by whatever means) and 

then use the machinery of state to create a communist society. The Anarchists took issue with 

the very existence of the state in any form whatsoever. They advocated revolution, including 

the use of terrorism, as the sole means of achieving its destruction (Miller, 1984). Bakunin 

regarded revolution as the mechanism by which society would be constantly propelled 

forward in a series of leaps, not, as advocated by the Marxists "a singular event leading to some 

final condition of justice. " (Miller, 1984, p. 70). 

Karl Marx and Freidrich Engels were sympathetic to the aims of the Fenians but 

disagreed with the methods that they adopted to achieve them. Marx saw the Fenians as a 

force to help destabilise England and bring about revolution. He did not view the cause of Irish 

nationalism as an end desirable in itself but merely as part of more fundamental changes 

(Laquer, 1977). His view is clearly expressed in the opening sentence of the resolution 

submitted to (and subsequently approved by) the Council of the International in 1869: - 

If England is the European fortress of landlordism and capitalism, then the only point 

from which a strong blow can be struck at official England is Irelwad. 

(Marx quoted in Fox, 1940, p. 41) 

Marx devoted some time to an analysis of the economic and social conditions in Ireland 

in the aftermath of the famine and accurately foresaw the development of Fenianism as a 

revolutionary force centred on America rather than in Ireland itself, declaiming that, as the 

Irishman: - 

.... re-appears on the other side of the ocean as a Fenian, and face to face with the old 
queen of the seas rises, threatening and more threatening, the young giant 
Republic. 

(Marx, Das Capital, vol. 1, quoted in Newsinger, 1994, p. 67-68) 
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Marx's two daughters, Jenny and Laura, were also active Fenian sympathisers 

(Quinlivan and Rose, 1982). Engels too approved of the aims of the Fenians but there seems 

to be little doubt in his mind as to whom he considered a major and detrimental influence on 

them. He rejected their "Bakunistic, braggart, aimless propaganda through action" and perceived their 

methods as counter productive to a revolutionary outcome (Quinlivan and Rose, 1982, p. 170). 

Ireland needed a revolution, not terrorism (Laquer, 1977). 

Despite these misgivings, Engels, his Irish "wife" Mary Burns and her sister Lydia 

(Lizzy), who lived with them in a menage a trois, strongly supported the Fenians. He had 

lived in Manchester since 1842, a city with a large immigrant Irish population, and it was then 

that he first met Mary (Wheen, 1999). Indeed, his admiration of Irish native culture led Engels 

to study Irish history and to learn Gaelic. He made two trips to the country, in 1855 and again 

in 1869 (Fox, 1940). He wrote the first chapter of his intended book, a History of Ireland but 

it was never completed due to his pressing political work during 1870 (Engels part-work, 

translated by Clifford, 1965). 

Their commitment to the plight of the Irish even led them as far as decorating their 

house in the Fenian colours of green and black (Quinlivan and Rose, 1982). Lizzy appears to 

have been more than an armchair sympathiser and is alleged to have played a role in concealing 

Kelly or Deasy after their rescue from the police van by the Fenians in 1867 (Fox, 1940). 

Given the views of Marx and Engels, it is not surprising that the International 

Working Mens' Association, the organisation founded by them as a platform for their views, 

also approved of the aims of Fenianism. The topic was first discussed by the IWMA at a 

meeting on November 18th, 1867, where they approved of the Fenian commitment to: - 

... the republican form of government, liberty of conscience, no state religion, the 

produce of labour to the labourer and the provision of the soil to the people. 

(Quinlivan and Rose, 1982, p. 153) 
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The organisation soon became active in the Amnesty Movement, set up to save the 

lives of Allen, Larkin and O'Brien, the three men condemned to death for the murder of police 

Sergeant Brett during Kelly and Deasy's rescue in Manchester. It later took on a wider role, 

acting to alleviate the suffering of all Fenians in British gaols and to press for their release. 

Both of these two streams of revolutionary thought, Marxism and Anarchism, affected 

Irish nationalism in different ways. The practical and propaganda support of Marx, Engels 

and the IWMA pleased Irish nationalists, including James Stephens (Fox, 1940). Its ideology 

was enthusiastically taken up by Irishman in their homeland and in Britain. However, as far as 

the physical force movement was concerned, it was anarchism, with its creed of violence as a 

means to bring about change, that seemed to offer the best method of forcing Britain out of 

Ireland. 

The most influential ideologue of the anarchist movement was Bakunin. In conjunction 

with Sergei Nechaev, he wrote the Catechism of the Revolutionary (Miller, 1984). In it, they 

declared that everything was justified in the cause of revolution, even murder, and gave 

practical advice on how to achieve this end. The true revolutionary must have no morals, no 

scruples and no aim beyond that of the revolution (Greig, 1973). After Bakunin's death in 

1876, Peter Kropotkin, also like him a member of the Russian aristocracy, continued to 

proselytise his ideas. By the 1870s Kropotkin was advocating constant agitation by all means 

possible, including the use of guns and bombs (Wardlaw, 1982). Paradoxically, in the 1890s he 

had a change of heart and came to view terrorism as a hindrance to the anarchist cause (Miller, 

1984). 

Bakunin was not the first advocate of what could be called terrorism, nor was he the 

most extreme in suggesting how it could be applied. If it was Marxism which provided the 

theoretical underpinning for the October Revolution in Russia, then it may have been the 

writings of Karl Heinzen, an obscure German radical democrat, which provided the initial 
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philosophy which inspired the early underground movement in Russia which preceded it. He 

wrote and published a journal called "Die Evolution" and in its first edition on January 26th, 

1849, laid out his thoughts in an essay entitled "Der Mord " ("Murder ") (Miller, 1995). It 

was a "fully fledged doctrine of terrorism" (Laquer, 1977, p. 49) but it was not, by any means, a 

coherent or fully thought out strategy. He declaimed that "We have to become more energetic, more 

desperate. " (Heinzen quoted in Laquer, 1977). Laquer summarises Heinzen's thoughts thus: - 

This led him into speculations about the use of arms of mass destruction... Hence the 

great hopes attached to the potential of poison gas, to ballistic missiles (known at the 

time as Congreve rockets) and mines which "could destroy whole cities with 100 000 

inhabitants". 

(Heinzen in Die Evolution, February 17th, 1849, 

quoted in Laquer, 1977, p. 40) 

The sarin gas attack in Tokyo and the unsuccesful attempt in New York to topple one 

of the World Trade Centre Towers into the other in 1993 gave an early warning that perhaps 

such things were now possible to contemplate. The dreadful events of September 11th, 2001, 

where thousands died when the twin Towers of the World Trade Centre in New York were 

brought down in flames by the deliberate impact of two high-jacked passenger jets were 

Heinzen's apocalyptic visions made manifest. 

Heinzen's ideas found a worthy champion in the person of Johann Most, the founder 

and editor of a weekly German language paper, published in England, called Freiheit. Most 

was tried and convicted in June 1881 of the offence of seditious libel. The court case arose out 

of an article he had published in Freiheit on March 19th, 1881. Under the headline of 

"Endlich! " (At Last! ), Most began his article with the words "Triumph, triumph". He went on to 

praise the assassination of the Tsar and expressed a desire to see the same action repeated, 

this time with Kaiser Wilhelm 1 of Germany as the victim (Harvey, 1993). He was convicted 

400 



at the Old Bailey on June 29th, 1881 and sentenced to sixteen months hard labour, which he 

served in Cold Bath Fields Prison, London. 

Despite the absence of the editor in prison, Freiheit continued to be published. It was 

eventually closed down in May 1882 after publishing an article lauding the assassinations of 

Cavendish and Burke in Phoenix Park, Dublin. Once more we see here an example of the 

complex interplay between Anarchist ideology and extreme Irish nationalist actions. As a 

consequence, the premises were raided and two compositors arrested. They were jailed 

subsequently for six and nine months respectively. 

The paper moved to Switzerland and thence to the United States, where, after his 

release from prison, Most once more began to edit Freiheit (Quail, 1978). Over the next few 

years, through his editorialship of the paper and the publication of pamphlets, the uninhibited 

message of " the propaganda of the deed" was widely disseminated (Laquer, 1977). In order to 

assist all revolutionaries, he went on to publish Bakunin and Nechaev's Catechism of the 

Revolutionary and he was enthusiastic in his admiration of the violent actions carried out by 

extreme Irish nationalists: - 

Once we shall be stronger, we shall act like them: a party waging war cannot tolerate 

traitors in its ranks. The devil take the false, weak hearted humanitarian approach. 
Long live hate! Long live vengeance! 

(Most quoted in Laquer, 1977, p. 76) 

The concept of "the propaganda of the deed" began to take root and grew in strength after 

it was alluded to by Bakunin in 1873 when he declared "This is the time not for ideas but for action, 

for deeds. " (quoted in Miller, 1984). It echoes Engels previously quoted phrase of "propaganda 

through action". Whatever its origins, the concept took on a more sinister significance after an 

Anarchist Congress held in England in July 1881 when its use was actively encouraged 

(Laquer, 1977). Its meaning was never fully clarified but can generally be expressed as "practical 
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acts of revolt that would draw attention to the revolutionary cause" (Greig, 1973, p. 15). In essence, this 

meant the bullet and the bomb but the anarchists were to make no use of it until the 1890s. It 

was the Irish who implemented it in the 1880s. Indeed, before the Congress had even met, 

bombs planted by O'Donovan Rossa's Skirmishers had exploded in Salford and Liverpool and 

improvised explosive devices planted by them had been found and defused in London itself. 

The Russian Revolutionary Movements 

It was in Russia that the eventual fusion took place between the abstract concept of 

the propaganda of the deed and the reality of actions designed to cause terror. This came to 

fruition just prior to a period of heightened Irish nationalist activity during the 1880s. 

However, it had been fomenting for over fifty years. 

In the context of Russia, it was the so called Decembrist Revolt of 1825 that marked 

the starting point in a revolutionary process which lasted ninety years, culminating in 1917 

with the October Revolution and the triumph of the Bolsheviks over the Tsar and all that he 

represented. The subsequent suppression of the Decembrist revolt led, by the 1840s, to the 

establishment of "populist" groups such as the "Petrashevsky Circle". They eschewed action in 

favour of the spreading of propaganda under the guise of discussion and education (Greig, 

1973). However, at the same time, the beginnings of a coherent "strategy of revolution" began 

to coalesce prompted by the works of various writers. 

The 1860s and 1870s saw the rise of a group calling themselves "Zemlya I Volya" or 

"Land and Freedom" which began to employ the tactic of selective assassination against 

provincial governors and other officials (Grieg, 1973). In 1878 a splinter group, "Narodnya 

Volya" or "Peoples will", began a two year campaign of terrorism to force the setting up of a 

Constituent Assembly for Russia. On January 1st, 1880, they published in their journal the 

program of their Executive Committee. It outlined their goals and the justification for using 
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assassination as a method to achieve them; it would be used against the most harmful members 

of the regime, to dispose of spies, and in retaliation for the governments most outrageous acts 

(Pomper in Crenshaw, 1995, p. 83). If the death of the Tsar was required to achieve their aims, 

then so be it. 

On March 1st, 1881 they finally succeeded in killing Tsar Alexander II. A bomb was 

thrown under his carriage to disable it. Little damage was caused and the Tsar insisted in 

getting out to assist with the wounded soldiers of his escort. As the Tsar passed a young man 

called Grinevitsky, he dropped a bomb between them. Both died of their wounds a few hours 

later (Kropotkin, 1899). The success of Norodnya Volya contained the seeds of their own 

destruction as it led to their ruthless and total suppression by the authorities. The Tsar was 

their last and most prominent victim. Ironically, he is said to have died on the return leg of a 

trip to visit to the Grand Duchess Catherine, whom he wanted to tell that he had decided to 

convene a Constituent Assembly, one of the principle objectives of Narodnya Volya. 

(Kropotkin, 1899). 

There is some justification for the argument that the word terrorism can be applied to 

the activities of the Russian revolutionaries but did they, in turn, influence in any way extreme 

Irish nationalists? Some commentators appear to have neglected this possibility. For instance, 

Miller, whilst acknowledging the intellectual debt of modern European terrorism to Heinzen 

and the Russians, makes no reference whatsoever to extreme Irish nationalism (Miller in 

Crenshaw, 1995). It can be argued that this is an important omission. 

It is difficult to present firm facts but perhaps some inferences can be drawn and hence 

challenges made to existing preconceptions. The first is the idea that Fenianism was "perhaps 

unique in that so little of its ideology came direct from Europe" (Quinlivan and Rose, 1982). It is 

difficult to see how this viewpoint can be sustained in the light of the influence exerted during 

the 19th century by intellectuals from Germany (Marx, Engels, Most) and Russia (Bakunin, 

403 



Kropotkin) at a time when extreme Irish nationalism was taking firm root in Ireland and 

America.. 

Whilst Laquer (1977) may be over-simplifying matters in his statement that "The 

activities of the Dynamiters in the 1870s and 1880s resulted in one spectacular operation, the Phoenix Park 

murders" (Laquer, 1977, p. 24), he does highlight a significant event which also appears to have 

been directly influenced by the campaign of assassinations in Russia which were 

contemporaneously being carried out by Narodnya Volya. 

The influence of the developing doctrine of terrorism in Russia on the strategy and 

tactics of extreme Irish nationalism will be examined next. 

An Unequivocal Influence ?- Extreme Irish Nationalism and Russian "Terrorism" 

Whilst the Irish Revolutionary Brotherhood (IRB) specifically rejected the tactic of 

assassination as a general tactic of terror (it was only supposed to be employed as a means of 

exacting retribution on informers and those the organisation considered disloyal), this did not 

stop other assassinations from occurring (Corfe, 1984). Generally, these attacks took two 

forms. 

Firstly, unsanctioned attacks such as the one carried out on April 7th, 1868 in 

Ottawa, Canada. Thomas Darcy McGee, who until the previous year was Minister of 

Agriculture in the Canadian government, was shot dead by P. J. Whelan, a strong Trish 

nationalist (Lentz, 1988). A former "Young Irelander", McGee was a fierce critic of the recent 

Fenian invasion of Canada (Corfe, 1984). Secondly, assassination became the predetermined 

strategy of an extreme splinter group of the IRB, known as the "Irish National Invincibles". 

The Trish National Invicibles (TNT) were a small splinter group of the IRB and 

numbered no more than thirty seven individuals. Many had links to the Fenians and to the 

Land League headquarters in Paris and many were drawn from the ranks of the artisan class, 

small traders from Dublin who had once been members of the IRB (Corfe, 1984). On May 
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6th, 1882, several of them, in what seems to be an expression of Bakunin's "propaganda of the 

deed" and an imitation of the targetting and methods of Narodnya Volya, stabbed to death with 

surgical knives the newly arrived Chief Secretary, Lord Frederick Cavendish and his Under 

Secretary, Thomas Henry Burke as they were strolling in Phoenix Park, Dublin (O'Broin, 

1976). 

A bombastic and self-aggrandising account of their activities was written during 1887 

by one of their members, Patrick Joseph Percy Tynan. He describes their aims as threefold; 

vengeance, prevention and as a precursor to insurrection (Townshend, 1987). The similarities 

with the policy of assassination undertaken by the Narodnya Volya are striking. Townshend 

contends that the concept of "propaganda of the deed" is implicit in Tynans account (Townshend, 

1987). He states: - 

There is here an echo of early Russian terrorist hopes that the state structure might 
be undermined by the elimination of its chief functionaries. 

(Townshend, in Wilkinson and Stewart, 1987, p. 182) 

Corfe is prepared to go further, claiming that the INI were aware of the symbolic 

significance of the assassinations (Corfe, 1984). 

What can be postulated is that at the very least, to use a concept from the biological 

world, "convergent evolution' had led to the deaths of both Cavendish and the Tsar. A report 

submitted to the Metropolitan Police Special Branch by PC 338H Soper, some time after 

1888, "re. Irishmen and Russians discussing Fenianism" (MPSB Chief Constables Register) must 

have caused some disquiet when it reached New Scotland Yard. It is now impossible to 

determine the accuracy of the report but there is little doubt that the concept would have been 

one which both police and government would have viewed with alarm. 

The exact extent of the influences on extreme Irish nationalists that were exerted by 
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other revolutionary groups, such as the Russians and the Anarchists, is now unquantitiable 

but there is no doubt that they did have an effect. Ex-Detective Sergeant Patrick MacIntyre, a 

founder member of the Metropolitan Police "special Political Department of the Detective Service" 

commented in 1895 in a newspaper article on the necessity of the formation of such a 

Department: - 

What we may call the old "blunderbuss" Fenianism was now being replaced by a more 

up to date mode of warfare, on the lines laid down by Herr Most and the German and 
Russian Revolutionists. 

(Reynold's Newspaper, February 10th, 1895, p. 5) 

He appeared to harbour little personal doubt as to who had laid the foundations on 

which extreme Irish nationalists continued to build in their own violent manner. 

Qm Influences to Action: Extreme Irish Nationalism in B6Q 

Wilkinson (1996) lists six "essential prerequisites for mounting terrorism". They are: - 

- an aim or motivation 

-leaders 
- organisation 

- cash 

- training 

- access to the target country 

(Wilkinson in Lloyd, 1996, p. 71) 

By the year 1867 all these factors, as they relate to extreme Irish nationalism, had 

coalesced and began to bear fruit. However, the year 1867 saw only one incident in Britain 

that was directly linked with the stated insurrectionary aim of the nationalists i. e. the abortive 

attempt to seize the arms stored in Chester Castle to support a rising in Ireland. The 

remainder of the incidents that year were attempts to free key Fenian personnel who, due to 
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the activities of the early detectives, had been arrested. This crucial distinction seems to have 

been missed or discounted by various commentators: - 

The Fenians (1865-1867) did something unprecedented and most "un-English" by 

bringing protest by terror into English cities. 
(Palmer, 1988, p. 528) 

The conclusion that the Fenians instigated a systematic campaign of terrorism in 

Britain does not seem to reflect the true nature of events and the dynamic behind them. 

Indeed, the 1873 constitution of the Irish Republican Brotherhood (IRB) only allowed "armed 

action with mass support". Its aim was insurrection, not simply terror, and once the attempt was 

finished in March 1867, it could not capitalise on the impact of the Clerkenwell explosion 

even if it had accidentally created the conditions for it to do so (Townshend in Crenshaw, 

1995). 

The use of terror does not equate with terrorism (Wardlaw, 1982). Indeed, it can be 

argued that the events of the 1860s were not deliberate terrorism but terrorism as an 

unforseen consequence. The death of Sergeant Brett in Manchester and the unfortunate 

individuals at Clerkenwell were probably events whose possibility had not really entered the 

perpetrators minds in any calculating way. The deaths were certainly not a result of violent 

action carried out to influence the British government to leave Ireland, or even to protest at 

their presence there. Without this deliberately defined political element, these activities cannot 

be considered as terrorism. The equation defining terrorism lacks a crucial element; a political 

motive. 

The Fenian attempt to raid the armoury at Chester Castle was a means of obtaining 

arms for use in an insurrection in Ireland and in this case, it can be argued that it may have 

been terrorism. However the events of 1867 are described, it does not invalidate the 

application of the cycle of reinforcement. This is because the government and police reacted 
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to it and the other incidents as if they were all terrorist in nature. 

Gearty suggests that the Fenians would have achieved more: - 

..... 
if they had been genuinely terrorist, in the sense of being prepared to sacrifice 

the lives of uninvolved innocent civilians to their cause. 
(Gearty, 1991, p. 22) 

There is some justification in this view but it can be argued that they achieved more in 

the longer term than they ever imagined without such an escalation. The lives lost as a direct 

result of the Clerkenwell explosion most likely occurred due to recklessness and stupidity, 

rather than a conscious acceptance by the perpetrators that the innocent deaths would be an 

inevitable corollorary to the escape of Burke. Whilst the explosion did have an influence on 

government actions, it was not on the government of the day and its effects were not to 

become apparent for some years. 

Laquer contends that "History shows that terrorism more often than not has little political impact 

and that when it has an effect, it is often the opposite of the one desired" (Laquer, 1996, p. 27). The 

events of 1867 at least seem to form an obvious exception to this. Unbeknown to the Fenians, 

the Clerkenwell explosion in particular had influenced the mind of William Ewart Gladstone, a 

Member of Parliament, future leader of the Liberal party and Prime Minister of the United 

Kingdom. Consequently, they were to have a political impact beyond the Fenian wildest 

expectations. There was no cataclysmic conversion of Gladstone from one mind set to an 

alternative, radically different one. The event acted more as a catalyst for the crystallisation 

into political reality of his long-held beliefs. As early as 1845 he had written prophetically to 

his wife Catherine: - 

Ireland is likely to find this country and parliament so much employment for years to 

come..... Ireland, Ireland! That cloud in the west, that coming storm, the vehicle of 
God's retribution..... 

(Gladstone quoted in Morton, 1995, p. 11) 
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On December 19th, 1867, three days after the abortive attempt to free Burke, 

Gladstone made a major speech at Southport. Virtually all of it was devoted to Ireland, a topic 

that was to have a continuing impact on his thoughts and political actions from thcn on 

(Jenkins, 1995). Gladstone's ideas and comments led a writer in the "Westminster Review " to 

comment: - 

England never legislated for Ireland except under the influence of fear..... the 

Clerkenwell Explosion (we have Mr Gladstone's own authority for saying) brought 

about the Land Bill and Dynamite has brought Home Rule within the scope of practical 
politics. 

(Westminster Review, quoted in Denieffe, 1906, p. 289) 

There is no doubt of the existence of the unintended and incidental shockwaves that 

the Fenians caused in British politics. Furthermore, their activities also acted as an inspiration 

to three other groups of extreme Irish nationalists; the Skirmishers, Clan na Gael and the Irish 

National Invincibles. In turn, they too would create their own political and social impact on 

Britain during the 1880s. 

The IRA as an Influence on Extreme Nationalist Groups outside the UK 

As well as the debt that extreme Irish nationalists owe to others, there is no doubt that 

during the campaign on the mainland carried out by the Skirmishers and Clan na Gael in the 

1880s, they developed and used their own unique methods and ideas. These were, in turn, 

studied by other erstwhile revolutionaries and their lessons applied in other countries. 

One of the earliest examples of this transference was seen in India where various, 

unsuccessful attempts were made to expel the British by terrorism and violence. In May 

1897, after the assassinations of two British Government officials, a low level terrorist 

campaign developed in and around the city of Poona. There was sufficient concern for the 

Secretary of State for India, Lord Hamilton, to write in February 1899 to the Viceroy, Lord 

Curzon: - 
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The methods which the agitators have there pursued are singularly like those 

adopted in Ireland - an ostensible constitutional party, a virulent and seditious press 

writing on the border land of legality, and an inner circle of desperadoes. 

(Lord Hamilton quoted in Popplewell, 1995, p. 32) 

The comparison was still being drawn in September 1909 by Sir Charles Cleveland, 

Director of Criminal Intelligence in India who wrote to the government of Bengal: - 

... the situation in India is vastly different from that elsewhere.... "anarchical" is not the 

proper description of the movements, organisations and crimes which are troubling 

us. The situation more closely resembles that in Ireland in the eighties and I do not 
think that "anarchical" was ever considered applicable to the Irish developments. 

(Cleveland quoted in Popplewcll, 1995, p. 142) 

Bal Gangadhar Tilak, who was to become one of the foremost Indian nationalists 

leaders and had been imprisoned for his activities in Poona, had no doubt where the requisite 

knowledge lay "Look to the examples of Ireland, Japan and Russia and follow their methods" (Tilak, 1906 

quoted in Laquer, 1977, p. 61). Indeed, when the first Indian nationalists arrived in New York 

in 1905, they were warmly received by Clan na Gael who hoped to provide the backing for a 

successful revolt against British rule in India. In turn, this loose alliance was a cause of concern 

to the British authorities who feared that Clan na Gael would provide weapons and the benefit 

of their experience to the Indians (Popplewell, 1995). 

The durability of the extreme Irish nationalists of the Victorian era as a model for 

aspiring insurrectionist and terrorist movements is remarkable. The concept continued to be 

emulated when, in 1936, the Irgun Zvai Leumi ("National Military Organisation") was set up 

by Jabotinsky and Begin to expel the British from Palestine. Faced with a similar problem to 

the Irish and against the same colonial power, it was the strategy and tactics of the IRA of 
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1919-1921 that they adopted (Wilkinson in Lloyd, 1996). The use of terrorism as a successful 

strategy for the weak to employ against the strong was an idea that gained increasing 

momentum and the IRA became the example for erstwhile revolutionaries to follow. 

The IRA did not only influence other physical force movements. They also made a 

lasting mark on British counter insurgency. Nowhere is this better personified than in Winston 

Churchill. As Minister for War, and later at the Colonial Office, he was at the forefront of the 

"war" against the IRA from 1919 onwards. He never forgot the lesson of how the IRA 

campaign tied down tens of thousands of troops and police officers and he determined to 

employ the same strategy against the Germans who occupied Europe during World War Two. 

(Stafford, 1997). Thus was born, in 1940, the Special Operations Executive (SOE), with a 

mission to "... set Europe ablaze" (Churchill to Dalton, quoted in Stafford, 1997, p. 219). 

The IRA and its tactics continue to be emulated today, as illustrated by the seizure in 

Antwerp in 1996 of a sophisticated improvised mortar system, a weapon that the IRA have 

made uniquely their own. However, it was not a product of the IRA. There is little doubt that 

it was built by Iranians, probably government backed, with a view to attacking Iranian 

dissidents or western targets (Panorama, BBC 1, May 19th, 1997). 

Similiarly, the IRA tactic of attacking the financial heart of London by the use of 

massive "lorry bombs" (at St. Mary Axe in 199 land Bishopsgate in 1992) has now been 

adopted by other terrorist groups. On March 12th, 1993, a series of thirteen car bombs 

exploded across the centre of Bombay. Severe damage was caused to the Stock Exchange and 

numerous commercial properties. No warning was given and some 250 people died and over 

1100 were injured. The suspects and their motives remain unknown (The Times, March 13th, 

1996). 

The Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE) added their own hallmark of the suicide 

bomber to this tactic when, on January 31st, 1996 a lorry packed with explosives was 
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rammed into the Central Bank building in Colombo, Sri Lanka. The resulting blast killed 86 

people, injured 1383 others and caused devastation to the centre of the financial district 

(Gunaratna, 1997). 

The legacy of the Fenians, the Skirmishers and Clan na Gael continues to have an 

impact on the United Kingdom to this day. This will inevitably continue, even as the 

decommissioning of the IRA's weaponry envisioned in the current Peace Process moves from 

the realms of political bargaining to concrete reality. It will continue to both drive and 

influence events at the national and international levels. In the first case, it will be through the 

medium of the extreme republican die-bards of the Real IRA and the police efforts to counter 

them. On the international stage, the strategies, tactics, operational methodology and 

technological expertise developed by the IRA and its predecessors will continue for many 

years to come to exert a profound influence on other groups involved in terrorism. Terrorism 

is not a foe that can be defeated, it is a constantly occurring phenomenon. To all intents and 

purposes, it has now become a permanent one. 
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Appendix B 

"The Cross Rules" 

Confidential Note from Lord Cross, Home Secretary to Monro and Jenkinson, 

July 7th, 1885 

I regret much that it should have so happened that all questions of difference had not 
been entirely and satisfactorily settled by the late Secretary of State before he left office. It is 

not entirely easy to reconcile the letters of the Secretary of State, written just before leaving 

office, with the practice which had been going on in London for twelve months, and which, to 

a greater or less extent, must have been within the knowledge of the Secretary of State. 

2. I entirely agree with Mr Monro's views as to the necessity of non-interference with 
the ordinary action of the Metropolitan Police force, and the detective part of it in 

particular. We have been, however, and still are in face (sic) of a national evil. A political 

necessity has arisen. Mr Jenkinson is here solely in consequence of that national 
danger, and has had very large resources placed at his disposal by the late 
Government in order to assist in meeting this national danger. But everything must be 

treated as abnormal, and every measure as a temporary measure only. 

3. If the views of Mr Monro were absolutely carried out, Mr Jenkinson's functions 

would be at an end. In principle there is no difference between the Metropolitan Police Force 

and other County or Borough Police Forces, and if they were all to press the same points, Mr 

Jenkinson's office or duty must entirely cease; the only difference in fact between the 

Metropolitan Force being, that, in the Metropolitan Force the Detective Department is in a 

much higher organized state. 

4. I consider Mr Monro and Mr Jenkinson as members of a cabinet; I separate each of 
them entirely from everyone employed under them respectively. Between the two there must 
be the most absolute trust and confidence; they are working together in one common cause; 

all communications between them must be of the most frank and complete character, and 
there must be no reservations on either side; communications of course being absolutely 

confidential. 

5. Mr Jenkinson's province is of course entirely confined to dynamite and other 
Fenian or American conspirators. He has nothing whatever to do with ordinary crime or 

criminals. All information obtained by Mr Monro and Mr Jenkinson as to the matter of such 

conspiracies is at once to be communicated by the one to the other. Such information, 

however, should not go further or be acted upon save by agreement, or in the case of 
difference of opinion after consultation with the Secretary of State. 
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6. As to the Royal Irish Constabulary, the number is to be very small, half-a-dozen at 
the outside, probably not more than four or five, the names to be communicated to Mr Monro 

in confidence. 

7. Any secret watching by police of any kind only to be done by agreement, and to be 
done by the Metropolitan Police, unless it be necessary in Mr Jenkinson's opinion that his 

informants or any secret agents (by whichever name they may be called) should be watched by 

the Royal Irish Constabulary; results of course to be communicated to Mr Monro forthwith. 

8. Advent in London or departure for London of suspects to be communicated at 
once to Mr Monro, Metropolitan Police to look after them, if Mr Jenkinson wants them 

watched by any police at all, or if Mr Monro has permission from Secretary of State. 

9. Mr Jenkinson to be at liberty to communicate or not to communicate to Mr Monro the 

names of his informants, similiar liberty being allowed to Mr Monro. 

10. With Mr Jenkinson's informants or secret agents (by whichever name they may be 
called) Metropolitan Police not to interfere so long as they are managed under Mr Jenkinson's 

direction by Royal Irish Constabulary, if necessary, in London - Richard Cross. 

(Confidential Note, Richard Cross, Home Secretary to James Monro, 

Assistant Commissioner CID, Metropolitan Police and Edward Jenkinson, 

Home Office Secret Service, July 7th, 1885, quoted in; "Note on the 

Proposed Establishment of a Central Criminal Investigation 

Department" by Sir Andrew Fraser, April 25th, 1903, p. 6-7. British Library, 

Oriental and India Office Collection, L/PJ/6/670(493/04)) 
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APPENDIX C 

Chronology of Main Extreme Irish Nationalist Events and the British Police Response 

KEY TO PERPETRATORS 

CNG - Clan na Gael 

FB - Fenian Brotherhood 

INI - Irish National Invincibles 

IRB - Irish Revolutionary Brotherhood 

SK - Skirmishers 

SLD - Schismatic London Directory 

Date Events 

1865 

1866 - September 

1866 - September Arms seizure, Liverpool 
Four arrests (FB) 

1867 

1867 - early 

1867 - February 11th Attempted arms raid, 
Chester Castle (FB) 

Police Related 

Developments 

Gen. Millen agrees to work for 
Govt. reporting on Fenianism 

Four RIC reinforcements sent to 
Liverpool to assist resident RIC 

officer with surveillance 

MP detectives sent to assist 

MP detective department now 
16 officers based at Yard 

Two MP detectives in Paris to 
look for escapee Stephens 

Pre-event informant information 

obtained by Liverpool Police 
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1867 - July Arrest in London of 
Fenian leader, Fariola 

1867 - September 11 th Arrest in Manchester of 
Fenian leaders Kelly & 

Deasy 

1867 - September 18th Fenian rescue of Kelly 
& Deasy from prison van 
(FB) 

1867 - September 23rd 

1867 - October 29th 

1867 - Autumn 

1867- November 20th Arrest in London of Burke 
for arms procurcmcnt 

1867 - November 24th 

1867 - November 29th 

1867 - December 12th Abortive rescue of Burke 
from Clerkenwell prison 

1867 - December 13th Death of 12 people in 

explosion during second 

unsuccessful attempted 

rescue of Burke (SLD) 

1867 - December 19th 

Informant information from 
Dublin Castle 

MP detectives bring two 
informants to identify suspects 

Death of Sgt. Brett, nationwide 
police search 

Photographs of Kelly sent to all 
MP Stations for display 

MP withdraw officers posted to 
railway stations to look for Kelly 

Le Caron agrees to work for 
Govt, reporting on Fenianism in 
America 

Execution in Manchester of Policing of sympathy 
Allen, Larkin & O'Brien for demonstrations at 
murder of Sgt. Brett Clerkenwell Green and Hyde 

Park, London 

MP Detective Dept. augmented 
by one Insp. & three Sgts. 

Pre - event informant 
information from DMP 

"Secret Service Department" 
established by Govt. under 
Colonel Fielding - MP detectives 
attached 
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1867 - December 20th 

until 
December 30th 

1867 - December 27th 

1868 - April 3rd 

1868- April 

1868 - May 26th 

1868 - August 28th 

1868 - November Ah 

1869 - May 15th 

1869 - July 27th 

1869 - October 23rd 

Execution of Barrett for 

role in Clerkenwell 

explosion 

Revolver drill given to two 
hundred and twelve MP 

constables 

Thirty more PC's receive 
revolver drill 

"All Fenian prisoners of note 
are to be photographed" 
MP Police Order 

Govt. disband Secret Service 

Department 

- Anderson appointed to deal 

with Irish matters for Home 
Office 

906 revolvers temporarily 
issued to MP Stations 

Gratuity of £ 160 granted by 
Home Secretary to the 
Detective Police 

Detective Dept. augmented by 

Superintendent, two Chief 
Insps. and nine Sgts. Total 

strength now 27 

Divisional Detective Force 

established in MP, total 
strength of twenty Sgts, one 
hundred and sixty PC's 

Detectives deployed at IIyde 
Park demonstration, amnesty 
for Irish political prisoners 
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1870 

1871- August 13th 

1872 - January 27th 

1872 - November 3rd 

1878 - April 8th 

1878 - May 18th 

1879-June 

Arrest of Davitt for 

arms procurement 

and assassination 

plot 

Pierce Nagle, DMP 

informant in 1864/5, 

murdered in London 

(IRB) 

1880 

1880 

Arms seizure & arrest 
in Manchester 

1881 - January 14th Explosion, Salford Barracks 
Small boy killed (SK) 

Meeting, Hyde Park, protest 

against " brutality of Irish 

Executive". Detectives 
deployed for "observation 

and report" 

Sgt. posted in plain clothes 
for permanent duty at 
Charing Cross railway station 

Demonstration, Hyde Park, re. 
amnesty for Fenian prisoners 

Formation of the Criminal 
Investigation Department (CID) 

of the MP, 27 men at Yard, 217 

on Divisions 

CID trawl the MP Force for 

officers with foreign language 

skills 

Littlechild in MP CID instructed 

to make Irish matters "a special 
study" 
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1881 - January 23rd 

1881 - February Re-arrest of Davitt 

1881 - March 16th Bomb discovered outside 
Mansion House, London (SK) 

1881 - April HMSDoterel , sunk in the Straits of 
Magellan after an explosion. Claimed 
by Rossa as work of "Skirmishers" 

1881 - May 16th 

1881 -June 10th 

1881 - July 

1882 - January 

Explosion, Liverpool main 
Police Station (SK) 

Explosion, Liverpool 

Town Hall. Two arrests (SK) 

Scizurc of cxplosivcs, 
Liverpool 

Infernal machine explodes on 
board SS Oxenholme. Rossa 

claims was put on board in 

Liverpool by "Skirmishers" 

1882 " January 27th 

1882 - May 6th 

1882 - May 12th 

1882 - June 16th 

Cavendish & Burke murdered, 
Phoenix Park, Dublin (IN1) 

Bomb discovered outside 
Mansion House, London (SK) 

Arms seizure at 99 St John's Rd 
in London (IRB) 

Home Secretary orders head of 
MP CID to deal exclusively with 

gathering intelligence on Irish 

matters 

- MP sets up a "Fenian Office" 

Arrested at Holyhead by MP 
detectives, transferred to 
London by train 

Joint operation, MP & Liverpool 
Police 

HMCE at Dover impound two 
tons of United Irishman from 
USA 

Littlechild sent to assist DMP 
in investigation 
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1883 - January 20th Two explosions in Glasgow, at 
the gasworks &a disused railway 

shed. Unexploded bomb found on 

canal aqueduct parapet (SK) 

1883 - Jan/Feb. 

1883 -March 15th Two explosions in London, 
Times building & Local Govt. 
Board (SK) 

1883 - March 19th 

1883 - March 20th 

1883 - March 28th 

1883 - April 2nd 

1883 - April4/5th 

Arrest of Deasy & Flanagan 
in Liverpool (SK) 

Discovery of bomb factory in 
Birmingham. Arrest. (SK) 

Arrests in London, bomb 

factory team of Gallagher 

and Whitehead (SK) 

1883 - April 9th 

1883 - May 12th 

1883 -August 31st 

Explosive Substances Act 
becomes law 

1883 - October 30th Two explosions, Charing Cross 

& Praed St. stations, London 

Underground (CNG) 

Govt. set up Secret Service 

reirish matters under Edward 
Jenkinson 

MP trawl for officers with 
foreign language skills, incl. 
"Irish dialects" 

MP establish a "Fenian Bureau" 

Twelve extra officers, clerical 
support & finance made 
available (CID Section b) 

Start of joint Birmingham & 

MP investigation 

Provincial arm of Govt. Secret 
Service set up under Major 
Gosselin 

Arrests of ten men for earlier 
Glasgow bombs (SK) 
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1884 - February 26th 

1884 - March 7th 

1884 - March 19th 

1884 - April 4th 

1884 -April 11th 

1884 - April 26th 

1884 - May 15th 

1884 - May 30th 

1884. - August 

1884 - December 13th 

1885 - January 2nd 

1885 - January 24th 

Explosion, Victoria Station left luggage. 

Bombs also found at other stations ; 
Ludgate Hill, Charing Cross, Paddington 
(CNG) 

Arrests of Daly & Egan 

Explosions in London, Junior Carlton 
Club, Scotland Yard, home of Sir 
Watkin Wynn. Device defused at 
Nelson's Column (CNG) 

Explosion under London 

Bridge, 3 bombers die (CNG) 

Explosion on London 

Underground train near 
Gower St. Station (CNG) 

Explosion, Tower of London. 

Serious injuries to four people 
(CNG) 

Edward Jenkinson starts to 
coordinate Govt. counter 
response 

MP CID (33) and RIC (30) 

officers sent to UK & European 

ports (CID Section C) 

- MP Irish Bureau now 13 officers 

Further twenty two MP officers 
posted to ports (CID section C) 

Augment of four PC's to CID 
for "special duty" 

Augment to CID, five PC's 

MP Irish Bureau now 22 officers 

Arrests of Cunningham at 
Tower & Burton in follow-up 

enquiries 
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- Two explosions, House of 
Commons. Two PC's injured. 

(CNG) 

1886 - May 23rd 

1886 - November 7th 

1887 - January 

Irish Nationalist League hold 

large meeting in Hyde Park 

Police already aware as was 

announced "at an Irish 

Nationalist league meeting" 

Thirty nine NIP CID Section c 
officers withdrawn from ports 

Jcnkinson dismissed, role taken 
on by Monro, ACC in MP 

1887 - February 3rd 

1887 - March 5th 

1887 - June 

1889- 

1889 - December 9th 

1893 - April 8th 

1896 - August 

Plan to cause explosion, 
Wcstminstcr Abbcy, Quccn 
Victoria Jubilee celebration 

Arrests in Glasgow ("Ivory" aka "Bell"), 
Antwerp & Boulogne ("Tynan') disrupt an 
Irish-American extremist plot. 
Explosives found in Antwerp. 

Formation by MP of CID Section 
d, the first "Special Branch", 

one Chief Insp, three Insps. 

MP CID Section b reduced by 
twelve PC's to two Insps, four 
Sgts and twenty PC's 

Plan foiled by MPSB using 
information from informant 
Millen 

Parnell Commission sits 

Death of Chief Constable of 
MP CID, Adolphus Williamson 

Retirement of Littlechild, head 
CID Section d. First use of 
words "Special Branch" in 
MP Police Orders 

Appointment of William Melville 

as new head of CID Section d 
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APPENDIX D 

An Unexpected Legacy of the Victorian Special Branch 

The release by the Security Service to the Public Records Office of the "Melville 

Valedictory" (see Chapter One) provides new information on the key role that was played in 

the development of secret intelligence work in this country by a long standing member of the 

Victorian Special Branch, Detective Superintendent William Melville. 

It is now apparent that William Melville was a seminal figure in the establishment of 

the United Kingdom's counter-espionage capability. Before taking on this task, he served for 

over thirty one years in the Metropolitan Police. For the majority of his police career, he was 

intimately involved in political policing and investigations. A review of his overall role in 

counter terrorism and intelligence work is instructive. 

It falls into three distinct phases; as a detective in (and eventually the Head of) Special 

Branch, as the operational head of the War Office Intelligence Directorate, and as a founder 

member of the Secret Service Bureau. Of the three, his work as a detective, when he became 

known to the public and police alike as an expert on Anarchists and their affairs, is the most 

well documented. 

After joining the Metropolitan Police on September 16th, 1872, he served as a 

Divisional officer (Metropolitan Police Records of Service, MEPO 21) until he was seconded 

as a Sergeant to the "Irish Bureau", CID Section b, in March, 1883 (Metropolitan Police 

Orders, March 19th, 1883). He then spent two years as a Ports Officer in Section c before 

returning to Scotland Yard in November 1886 and being permanently appointed to "Special" 

(Metropolitan Police Orders, November 27th, 1886). A year later, he was promoted to 
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Inspector and appointed to the newly created Section d (Metropolitan Police Orders, 

February 5th, 1887). 

After a brief sojourn again in Section b, he was promoted to Chief Inspector and 

replaced John Littlechild on his retirement as the head of Special Branch (Metropolitan Police 

Orders, April 19th, 1894). He retired on November 30th, 1903 as the Superintendent in 

overall command of the Metropolitan Police Special Branch ((Metropolitan Police Records of 

Service, MEPO 21). 

The second phase of Melville's career was, until recently, unknown. In the course of 

this research, I was allowed access to various documents of historical interest concerning the 

early days of the Security Service. Amongst them, and now lodged in the Public Records 

Office, was a valedictory letter by William Melville, completed on the occasion of his 

retirement from "MI 5" on December 31st, 1917. In it, he briefly dealt with his work prior to 

the establishment of the Secret Service bureau, designated initially in 1909 as "MO 5". 

Melville describes how he was, in effect, "head-hunted" for the task by the War Office and 

how, on mutually acceptable terms, he retired from the Metropolitan Police to take up a new 

post with them: - 

I took up duty with the War Office on the 1st December, 1903..... I started work in 

two rooms at 25 Victoria Street, London, SW 1, with the name "W. Morgan, General 
Agent" on the door..... In my new capacity, Colonel (now general) Sir Francis Davies 

was my first chief. My duties were rather vague, but were generally to enquire into 

suspicious cases which might be given to me; to report all cases of suspicious 
Germans which might come to my notice; the same as to Frenchmen and foreigners 

generally; to obtain suitable men to go abroad to obtain information; to be in touch with 

competent operators to keep observation on suspected persons when necessary. 

(William Melville, Valedictory Letter, December 1917, p. 1) 

The phrase "... to be in touch with competent operators to keep observation on suspected persons 
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when necessary" is interesting in the context of the correspondence between the War Office and 

the Foreign Office concerning Melville's salary. This had been lodged at the Public Records 

Office prior to the release of the valedictory. The War Office cite some examples, obviously 

quoted by Melville, of the salaries earned by his ex-colleagues in a similiar line of work: - 

... ex- Inspector Littlechild, earning £1500, ex- Inspector Sweeney, who only left two 

years ago who wrote saying he is making £850, and ex- Sergeant Thorpe, who gets 
£450 from the Russian Government for reporting the movements of anarchists... 

(Colonel Davies to Sir Thomas Sanderson, War Office Memo, 

January 23rd, 1905) 

e 
It is possible that Melville was aware of their salaries because he used them as his 

"competent operators". After all, they all had a proven track record of investigative and 

surveillance work with Special Branch and their discretion could be relied upon. 

The recognition by the War Office of Melville's particular talents is also documented 

in the further correspondence from Colonel Davies to the Foreign Office: - 

He is very successful, he has a great capacity for picking us suitable persons to act as 

agents. 

(Colonel Davies to Sir Thomas Sanderson, War Office Memo, 

January 23rd, 1905) 

Luckily for Melville, the Commisioner of the Metropolitan Police, Edward Henry, 
agreed, opining that they would not be able to get anyone better for the money (Letter, E. R. 
Henry to Sir Thomas Sanderson, January 21st, 1905). The Foreign Office concurred: - 

Melville is a valuable man and the post is not one which it is easy to fill. 

(Sir Thomas Sanderson to Lord Lansdowne, Foreign Office 

Memo, January 26th, 1905) 
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At about the same time that Melville commenced his new duties, a certain Captain 

Vernon George Kell was, on his return from Army service abroad, settling in to the routine of 

intelligence analysis at the War Office. He apparently found it dull in the extreme, refering to 

is as "daily breading" (Unpublished Diary of Vernon Kell, quoted in the Daily Mail, December 

13th, 1997, p. 36). His situation, and his opinion of his work, changed dramatically in 1909. 

In March of that year, the Committee of Imperial Defence was asked by the then 

Prime Minister, Asquith, to consider the threat to British naval ports posed by German 

intelligence activities. A recommendation to form a Secret Service Bureau was made by the 

Committee and on October 1st, Kell was appointed, along with Captain Mansfield Cumming 

of the Royal Navy, as its joint head. Kell and Cumming divided their areas of responsibility, 

with Kell being responsible for counter espionage in the British Isles and Cumming for 

intelligence gathering abroad (MI 5: The Security Service, HMSO booklet, 1998). The effect of 

this was to split the responsibilities of William Melville and the War Office Intelligence 

Directorate between these two individuals. 

When the Secret Service Bureau, initially designated as "MO 5", was formed, Melville 

was appointed to it on a permanent basis at a salary of £41-13-4 a month. He also received 

monthly expenses of £6-10/- and a sum of £21-5/- a quarter for rent (List of Security Service 

agents and Payments, November 1909). In his valedictory letter, he described his new chief: - 

In Colonel Kell I had a remarkable chief, who was always enthusiastic for work, and 

ever encouraging. He quickly saw the necessity of doing things in a logical way. We 

were frequently at variance as to how certain matters should be dealt with, but after a 
friendly discussion - to which he was always open and indeed invited, the difficulties 

invariably melted away and we were of entire accord. 

(William Melville, Valedictory Letter, December 1917, p. 23) 

In January 1916, MO 5 became part of the new War Office Directorate of Intelligence 
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and was given its more familiar designation of MI 5 (MI 5: The Security Service, HMSO 

booklet, 1998). Melville now entered the third phase of his career, remaining with MI 5 until 

his eventual retirement on December 31st, 1917. He was aged 67 years and had worked for 

forty four years in the field of "intelligence" (Melville Valedictory Letter, 1917, p. 23). He 

died just over a year later, on February 1st, 1918 (Adam and Black, 1967). 

If any one man can be said to have been the progenitor of counter terrorism, counter 

extremism and counter espionage, it was William Melville. Melville's working life was a 

remarkable one and it taken him into events and circumstances that he could never have 

imagined when he first walked his beat on the streets of London. He played a major role in 

various organisations which had taken the role of intelligence gathering operations in the 

context of political crime into the realm of a fully organised activity of the state; firstly with 

the "Irish Bureau", then Special Branch, the War Office Intelligence Directorate and finally, 

the embryonic Security Service. 
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