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SECRET

%

10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWI1A 2AA

From the Principal Private Secretary

SIR ROBERT ARMSTRONG

MOLEHUNT: ALLEGATIONS AGAINST MR. GRAHAM MITCHELL

I wrote to you earlier this morning with a draft Parliamentary
Question and Answer concerning allegations against Mr. Graham
Mitchell. The Prime Minister has discussed the Answer further
with you this morning as a result of which a change has been
made to the second paragraph of the draft Answer. The Answer
should now read as follows:

"The possibility that Mr. Graham Mitchell, Deputy
Director General of the Security Service from 1957 to
1963, might have been a Russian agent was thoroughly and
objectively investigated over a number of years, and (as
in the case of Sir Roger Hollis) the conclusion reached
at the end of that investigation was that he had not been
an agent of the Russian Intelligence Services.

Mr. Mitchell was informed of this conclusion. I am
advised that there is no reason to alter or modify that
conclusion in either case.

The conduct of those who publish allegations of this kind
about public servants who cannot defend themselves is to
be deplored, as is the damage done by such accusations to
the Security Service, on whose skill, efficiency and
loyalty we rely, and can rely with confidence, for the
defence of our freedom."

Please could you let me know whether you have any comments on
this revised draft.

I am copying this minute to the Private Secretaries to the
Lord President, the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary, the

Home Secretary, the Attorney General, the Lord Privy Seal,
the Chancellor of the Duchy and the Chief Whip.

N.L-\’J-

N.L. WICKS

12 March 1987

SECRET




MR. INGHAM cc Mr. Mallaby

MOLEHUNT: ALLEGATIONS AGAINST MR. GRAHAM MITCHELL

There is very little that Press Office can say in answer to
guestions about tomorrow's answer, the final draft of which
I hope to send you shortly.

Answers to possible questions:

Why did the Prime Minister decide to make this statement?

Mr. Mitchell held a very senior position as Deputy Director

General. It was therefore important that each allegation should

be dealt with, as had happened in the case of Sir Roger Hollis.

Does the Prime Minister intend to make further such statements?

I am not aware that any other statement is under consideration.

Is not it unprecedented for a Prime Minister to attack one of

her Party's prospective candidates in this way?

It is not for me to comment on matters to do with candidates.

I suggest you answer other questions on a "I have nothing to

add" basis.

I attach some general briefing on Molehunt which you have already

seen.

V. Ly,

(N.L. WICKS)

12 ManchiiisH
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PRIME MINISTER'S QUESTIONS: 12 MARCH

Nigel West's Book, "Molehunt"

General

West submitted his manuscript to officials and agreed, following
discussion, to remove material which the Government considered could
have damaged national security or was clearly derived from a breach

of confidence by a present or former public servant.

The Government made absolutely clear to West that it neither
authorised publication of the book nor gave any kind of approval.
Publication of books of this sort is most regrettable. So are
allegations which are directed against people who have died and so
cannot defend themselves and which must cause great distress to the
families concerned.

[If necessary]

Apparently because of a subsequent misunderstanding not involving
the Government, several specific matters which West had agreed to
delete appeared in the instalment of the book in the Daily Express
on 2 March. The Daily Express undertook that subsequent
instalments would not include material deleted from the book, and they
did not.

Will the PrimeMinister comment on West's allegatiofi that Graham Mitchell
was a Ru;gngn sSpy?

i considering what could be said that allegation.

Any Government assistance in the book's preparation?

In preparing the book, West received no information from anyone in
the service of the Crown.*

* (For background). West obtained permission from HMSO to reproduce

the 1955 White Paper on Burgess and Maclean and - as he indicates

in his Acknowledgements - received routine guidance, such as is available
to any author or publisher, from the Secretary of the D Notice Committee.




Why no injunction against publication?

Since West submitted the manuscript and accepted deletions, there
were no legal steps the Government could take to prevent publication
of the book.

This is not a case of an author who is a former public servant.

Investigation of West

The Attorney General announced on 20 November 1986 that the
Director of Public Prosecutions had asked the Metropolitan Police
to investigate the reported statement by West that he possessed
various Security Service documents. That investigation continues.
I repeat however that all material which the Government considered

could have damaged national security, or was clearly derived from

a breach of confidence, has been removed from this book.




PRESS OFFICE

The attached draft written reply is being considered
by the Prime Minister overnight. The Question had already

gone down, albeit in a small amended form, and reads as follows:-

"Mr William Benyon: To ask the Prime Minister if she
will make a statement on recent allegations concerning
Mr Graham Mitchell in relation to the security of the
U et

The Question will probably be answered at around 2.30 p.m.

It should not of course be made use of in any way until the

reply goes down.

Mark Addison

12 March 1987




ANNEX A

DRAFT PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION AND ANSWER

Mr W Benyon: To ask the prime Minister whether she is aware
of the allegation that Mr Graham Mitchell was a Russian
agent; and whether she will make a statement.

DRAFT WRITTEN ANSWER

The possibility that Mr Graham Mitchell, Deputy Director

General 'of the Security Service from 1957 to 1963, might have

been a Russian agent was thoroughly and objectively investigated

over a number of years and, as in the case of Sir Roger Hollis,
the conclusion reached at the end of that investigation was that
he had not been an agent of the Russian Intelligence Services.
Mr Mitchell was informed of this conclusion. I am advised that
there is no reason to alter or modify that conclusion in either

case.

The publication of allegations of this kind about public
servants who cannot defend themselves is to be deplored, as is
the damage done by such accusations to the effectiveness and
reputation of the Security Service, on whose gkill, efficiency
and loyalty we rely, and can rely with confidence, for Ehe

defence of our freedom.

SECAAT







CONFIDENTIAL

Ref. A087/717

MR MACLEAN

Peter Wright Case: Briefing for Backbenchers

I agree with Mr Mallaby (his note_of-12 March) that it would
be better that Mr Ivan Lawrence should not produce a copy of
Me Wright's ‘declaration under the Official Secrets Act, since

that is part of our evidence in the proceedings in Sydney.

2 I am content with the alternative way of proceeding
suggested by Mr Mallaby in his paragraph 3, subject only to one
point: “in‘paragraph,3(iii) 1t would be better to delete' the
words . "in ‘the, llnited Kingdom 'or abroad¥. « I 'understand that
those words are included in the declaration, but (as we have
found ¢in ‘the “case 'of Peter Wright) at 1s not possible to bring
broceedings under the OfficiglSecrets Act abroad, and offences

under the 0fficial Secrets Act are not extraditable.

S I can see no objection to this alternative way of proceeding.
The OSA declaration which people sign on retirement is unclassified

and is of course signed by thousands of people every year.

4. On a separate point, the Home Secretary wondered whether
the material in the briefing gave sufficient ammunition for
people to deal with the suggestion that I had lied or misled
the Court when I gave evidence in Sydney. The attached article
from a recent edition of the Daily Mirror may be of some help
in that respect, and indeed in others. i

CONFIDENTIAL

1




CONFIDENTIAL

5. I am sending copies of this minute to Mr Wicks, and to
the other recipients of copies of Mr Mallaby's minute.

N

ROBERT ARMSTRONG

12 March 1987

CONFIDENTIAL
2
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PETER WRIGHT JUDGMENT : PRESS STATEMENT

The Judge in the Peter Wright case in the Supreme Court
of New South Wales has delivered judgment. This is a case
in which the British Government is seeking an order to
restrain publication by Heinmann of Australia and Peter
Wright of a manuscript by Wright. He is a former member of
the Security Service, the manuscript is about his employment
in the Service, and in the Government's view he owes a

lifelong duty of confidentiality to the Crown.

2% The judgment will now be studied carefully by the
British Government. The Government will consider an appeal
to the New South Wales Court of Appeal. An early

announcement will be made on this.

3. Although the defendants have been released from their

undertaking not to publish the manuscript, Mr Justice Powell

suspended this order for 28 days pending an appeal.

13108 pm
12 March 1987




SECRET

Ref. A087/712

MR WICKS

Molehunt: Allegations against Mr Graham Mitchell

Thank you for your two minutes of 12 %&ich about the draft

Parliamentary Question and Answer concerﬁing allegations against
Mr Graham Mitchell.

2% The draft Answer in your second minute is not quite as I
thought we had agreed: I thought that the second paragraph was
to begin: "The publication of allegations of this kind ...".

If the Prime Minister wanted to use words which referred more
pointedly to those responsible for the allegations, the first
half of the second paragraph could read: "The activities of
those who publish allegations of this kind about public servants
who cannot defend themselves are to be deplored ...". On
reflection, I am not sure that "conduct" is quite the right
word.

3 Oon another tiny point, given the last sentence of the first
paragraph, I think it would be slightly better to put the words
"as in the case of Sir Roger Hollis" between commas rather than
between brackets.

4. I attach a revised draft Parliamentary Question and Answer,
amended accordingly.

SECRET
i

SECAAW
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He I am sending copies of this minute and the revised draft to
the Private Secretaries to the Lord President, the Foreign and

Commonwealth Secretary, the Home Secretary, the Attorney

General, the Lord Privy Seal, the Chancellor of the Duchy and

the Chief Whip.

ROBERT ARMSTRONG
12 March 1987

SECRET
2
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CONFIDENTIAL
B.0100

MR MACLEAN (Chief Whip's Office)

Peter Wright Case: Briefing for Backbenchers

The Chief Whip and you told me before Cabinet today
that Mr Ivan Lawrence QC MP, one of the backbenchers whom the
Chief Whip briefed yesterday, had suggested that he be given a
copy of the declaration on the Official Secrets Act (OSA)

signed by Wright on retireméht. He would like to draw

attention to it in any interviews with the media in order to
reinforce the point that Wright owes a duty of confidentiality

throughout life.

2 This idea has considerable attractions. One can
imagine the waving of the piece of paper being very effective
in a television interview. But there are pitfalls. The
declaration about the continued validity of the 0SA which
Wright signed on retirement is part of our evidence in the
proceedings in Sydney. The Government's public position is
that it cannot comment on matters at issue in the case. The
Government is unlikely to relax this position significantly
after judgment is given tonight. If Mr Lawrence made use in
public of the declaration signed by Wright, it would quickly be
deduced by Opposition MPs that he had obtained a copy from the
Government. The pressure for further comment by the Government

would intensify.

3 But I have obtained the agreement of the Law Officers'
Department and the Treasury Solicitor's Department to the
following way around the problem. The declaration on the OSA
signed nowadays by retiring civil servants is the same as the
one that Wright signed in 1976. Mr Lawrence could say that it
is well known that retiring civil servants have long signed a
declaration about the OSA and that Wright must have done so.

He could say that in the declaration -

1
CONFIDENTIAL
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Gy, the retiring civil servant declares that he
understands that the OSA applies to him after

retirement;

(ii) he declares that he understands that the 0SA
applies to all information acquired through his
official position, except if already made public by the

Government;

(iii) he declares that he understands that he is liable
to prosecution in the United Kingdom or abroad if he
communicates such information to any unauthorised
person unless he has permission in writing from the

Government.

4, I suggest that Nigéi Wicks and Trevor Woolley, to whom
I am sending copies of this minute, should let you have any
comments on this suggestion by telephone as soon as possible.
I am also sending copies to Bernard Sheldon (Box 500), Michael

Saunders (Law Officers' Department), Jim Nursaw (Home Office)

and David Hogg (Treasury Solicitor's Department).

éj/szLcCﬂhf{

C L G Mallaby

Cabinet Office
12 March 1987

2
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. MR. INGHAM cc Mr. Mallaby

MOLEHUNT: ALLEGATIONS AGAINST MR. GRAHAM MITCHELL

There is very little that Press Office can say in answer to
guestions about tomorrow's answer, the final draft of which
I hope to send you shortly.

Answers to possible questions:

Why did the Prime Minister decide to make this statement?

Mr. Mitchell held a very senior position as Deputy Director
General. It was therefore important that each allegation should

be dealt with, as had happened in the case of Sir Roger Hollis.

Does the Prime Minister intend to make further such statements?

I am not aware that any other statement is under consideration.

Is not it unprecedented for a Prime Minister to attack one of

her Party's prospective candidates in this way?

It is not for me to comment on matters to do with candidates.

I suggest you answer other questions on a "I have nothing to

add" basis.

I attach some general briefing on Molehunt which you have already
seen.

(N.L. WICKS)

12 March 1987
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PRIME MINISTER'S QUESTIONS: 12 MARCH

Nigel West's Book, "Molehunt"

General

West submitted his manuscript to officials and agreed, following
discussion, to remove material which the Government considered could
have damaged national security or was clearly derived from a breach

of confidence by a present or former public servant.

The Government made absolutely clear to West that it neither
authorised publication of the book nor gave any kind of approval.
Publication of books of this sort is most regrettable. So are
allegations which are directed against people who have died and so
cannot defend themselves and which must cause great distress to the
families concerned.

[If necessary]

Apparently because of a subsequent misunderstanding not involving
the Government, several specific matters which West had agreed to
delete appeared in the instalment of the book in the Daily Express
on 2 March. The Daily Express undertook that subsequent
instalments would not include material deleted from the book, and they
did not.

Will the Prime Minister comment on West's allegatiofh that Graham Mitchell
s

e

was a ian spy? i

v

b
I considering what could be said ,9{ that allegation.

Any Government assistance in the book's preparation?

In preparing the book, West received no information from anyone in

the service of the Crown.*

* (For background) . West obtained permission from HMSO to reproduce

the 1955 White Paper on Burgess and Maclean and - as he indicates

in his Acknowledgements - received routine guidance, such as is available
to any author or publisher, from the Secretary of the D Notice Committee.




Why no injunction against publication?

Since West submitted the manuscript and accepted deletions, there

were no legal steps the Government could take to prevent publication
of the book.

This is not a case of an author who is a former public servant.

Investigation of West

The Attorney General announced on 20 November 1986 that the
Director of Public Prosecutions had asked the Metropolitan Police
to investigate the reported statement by West that he possessed
various Security Service documents. That investigation continues.
I repeat however that all material which the Government considered
could have damaged national security, or was clearly derived from
a breach of confidence, has been removed from this book.




NOTE FOR PRESS OFFICERS

I attach a briefing note prepared for the Wright case judgment late
tonight, together with a speaking note.

If the issue goes to appeal, then obviously the Government will
have to be circumspect about what it says. We shall not be putting
up Ministers to comment either to the press or on radio and tv. But
arrangements have been made for the following MPs to respond:

Geoffrey Rippon)

Mark . Carlisle i ) alllOCs

Ivan Lawrence )

Michael Mates (defence interest)

Cecil Parkinson (general political interest

Mr Perks has already informed BBC Newsnight of the availability of
these MPs and I shall be telling PA, BBC, ITV and IRN later today

in the following terms :

in the event of an adverse judgment the
Government will obviously be unable to
comment, but it is conceivable that
Backbenchers will not be so inhibited. You
might therefore find it useful to get in touch
with people like

It is important that we use the background, set out in the
attached with care and discretion.

B Ingham
March (12" 1987
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10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWIA 2AA

From the Principal Private Secretary

SIR ROBERT ARMSTRONG

MOLEHUNT: ALLEGATIONS AGAINST MR. GRAHAM MITCHELL

I wrote to you earlier this morning with a draft Parliamentary
Question and Answer concerning allegations against Mr. Graham
Mitchell. The Prime Minister has discussed the Answer further
with you this morning as a result of which a change has been
made to the second paragraph of the draft Answer. The Answer
should now read as follows:

"The possibility that Mr. Graham Mitchell, Deputy
Director General of the Security Service from 1957 to
1963, might have been a Russian agent was thoroughly and
objectively investigated over a number of years, and (as
in the case of Sir Roger Hollis) the conclusion reached
at the end of that investigation was that he had not been
an agent of the Russian Intelligence Services.

Mr. Mitchell was informed of this conclusion. I am
advised that there is no reason to alter or modify that
conclusion in either case.

The conduct of those who publish allegations of this kind
about public servants who cannot defend themselves is to
be deplored, as is the damage done by such accusations to
the Security Service, on whose skill, efficiency and
loyalty we rely, and can rely with confidence, for the
defence of our freedom."

Please could you let me know whether you have any comments on
this revised draft.

I am copying this minute to the Private Secretaries to the
Lord President, the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary, the

Home Secretary, the Attorney General, the Lord Privy Seal,
the Chancellor of the Duchy and the Chief Whip.

i )

N.L. WICKS

12 March 1987

SECRET




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Principal Private Secretary 12 March 1987

The Lord Privy Seal will wish to
be aware that the Prime Minister wants
to make a statement to Parliament about
the allegations, in Mr. Nigel West's book
"Molehunt" that Mr. Graham Mitchell, former
Deputy Director of the Security Service,
was a Russian agent.

She proposes therefore to inspire
a Written Question this afternoon which
will be answered around 1430 tomorrow.
The text of the draft Question and Answer
is attached. We will be making arrangements
to table a PQ. We hope that Mr. Benyon
can be found to table it since he is the
Member for the Constituency in which,
we believe, Mr. Mitchell lived.

I am sending a copy of this letter
to the Private Secretaries to the Chancellor
of the Duchy of Lancaster and the Chief
Whip.

(N. L. WICKS)

Steven Wood, Esqg., . i
Lord Privy Seal's Offlcerul\, B
' SECRET g




. 10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWI1A 2AA

From the Principal Private Secretary

SIR ROBERT ARMSTRONG
MOLEHUNT: ALLEGATION AGAINST MR. GRAHAM MITCHELL

I have shown the Prime Minister your minute of 11 March with
further advice about a statement regarding Mr. Graham
Mitchell.

The Prime Minister agrees that we should stick to the plan
to give a Parliamentary Answer. She does not think A
necessary for her to write to Mr. Mitchell's son if she
makes a written statement to Parliament.

She is generally content with the Question and Answer at
Annex A of your minute, subject to a few drafting
amendments. The text which she has in mind is attached.

You will note that the Prime Minister has deleted the
reference to deploring the conduct of those "who make money
out of" publishing allegations. She deplores any
publication of such allegations.

f}I should be grateful if you could let me know that you are
|| content with the revised draft attached.

On timing, we will endeavour to get Mr. Benyon to table a
Question late this afternoon or this evening for answer
tomorrow. We will plan to answer the Question around 1430.

No.1l0 Press Office will inevitably receive a good number of
questions about the Written Answer. I assume that their
standard reply is that there is nothing to be added to what
is said in the Answer. Nevertheless I should be grateful if
you could arrange for the Press Office here to have a Q & A
brief on the main questions likely to be asked.

I am writing separately to draw the attention of the Lord
Privy Seal, the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster and the
Chief Whip to the forthcoming Answer.

I am sending a copy of this minute to the Private
Secretaries to the Lord President, the Foreign and
Commonwealth Secretary, the Home Secretary and the Attorney
General.

(N. L. WICKS)
12 March 1987




SECRET

QUEEN ANNE'S GATE LONDON SWIH 9AT

11 March 1987

MOLEHUNT

The Home Secretary has seen the minute Sir Robert Armstrong sent
you yesterday covering a draft Question and Answer on Mr Mitchell, together
with your response of today recording the Prime Minister's reaction.

The Home Secretary notes the Prime Minister's view on the need for
brevity. He thinks, however, that substantially the same Answer ought to
be given as Sir Robert Armstrong proposed yesterday. He has commented that
he does not feel he put strongly enough at the Prime Minister's recent
meeting the need to say something on the lines of the final paragraph of
the Answer, not as a political point but for the sake of the morale of the
Security Service. He believes that a separate letter to the family would
not meet this point. He fears that an Answer confined to Mitchell, leaving
out the sentence reaffirming the exoneration of Sir Roger Hollis, might be
seized on by Chapman Pincher as an indication of support for his continuing
theory that Hollis was a spy.

I attach to this letter a suggested Question and Answer which I

think meets the main points in your letter and which would be acceptable to
the Home Secretary.

Copies of this letter and its enclosure go to Joan MacNaughton
(Lord President's Office), Tony Galsworthy (FCO), Michael Saunders (Law
Officers' Department) and Trevor Woolley (Cabinet Office).

S

S W BOYS SMITH

Nigel Wicks, Esq., SECRET
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DRAFT PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION

. Mr W Benyon: To ask the Prime Minister whether she can

confirm the allegation for which there has been

recent publicity that Mr Graham Mitchell was a spy.

DRAFT WRITTEN ANSWER

I am advised that the possibility that Mr Graham
Mitchell, Deputy Director General of the Security Service
from 1957 to 1963, might have been a spy was thoroughly and
objectively investigated over a number of vyears, and the
conclusion reached at the end of that investigation was that
he had not been an agent of the Russian Intelligence
Services. Mr Mitchell was informed of this conclusion. I
reaffirm it today. I also reaffirm the similar conclusion
about Sir Roger Hollis which I reported to the House in my
statement on 26 March 1981.

The Government deplores the conduct of those who make
money out of publishing allegations of this kind about public
servants who cannot defend themselves,[:;ui would like to
express appreciation of the dignity and patience with which

the families of those —concerned have endured these
e,

accusations. 1We rely, and can rely with confidence, on the

——

skill, efficiency and loyalty of the Security Service in the

defence of our freedom.







SECRET

PRIME MINISTER

MOLEHUNT: ALLEGATIONS AGAINST MR GRAHAM MITCHELL

Several questions arise from Sir Robert Armstrong's minute
at Flag A.

i Sir Robert advises that we stick to the plan to give a
Parliamentary answer. The Home Secretary (at Flag B)

agrees. Do you agree? ~4

A /

[ LA
LA

2 I doubt whether a letter to Mr. Mitchell' S son 1s

necessary in addition to the Parliamentary answer, espec1ally
if the answer includes the sort of material in the second

paragraph of the draft answer. Agree no letter? Y
Wwo

Ria The revised Question is now, I think, in order; and if it

is not, the Table Office can help make it so. Content with

the draft Question and that, if we can find him, Mr. Benyon

should table it? ,/ ey . _,‘LJW( SR R G

(Vs

A
(dt.x“f..\.r f gLl v e {

4. Sir Robert and the Home Office provide alternative

versions of a draft answer. Both are shorter than the version

you saw last night. The first paragraph is the key one. Of

the two versions, I prefer Sir Robert's flrst paragraph. It

ig;~I think; proof against hostages to fortune. The first

sentence is a statement of fact - about the investigation and
R S o,

its conclusion. The only matter on which your judgement is
Do

involved is the re-affirmation of the conclusion reached at
=

the end of the investigation; and the words "I am advised that

== - protect yvolr position. Agree the first paragraph of

£ ] ~ “ y iy
Sir Robert's draft answer?: bios s 2n /DL%}V”w i el

Both Sir Robert and the Home Secretary are keen for you to
include material along the lines of the second paragraph of
the draft. The parag?:Sh=T§=not strictly necessary but the
Home Secretary in particular feels something along these lines
is important for the sake of the Securlty Services' morgle.

Of the two versions, I prefer the Home Segretarz_snsegond

SECRET
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paragraph, though I would omit the passage in square brackets

about the families. You will recall that one family wrote to

ydﬁ;éEEér youf Hollis statement and you could not exonerate

their relative. The reference in square brackets might

pfovdﬁé ;Mfﬁrther request for exoneration. So, agree to

include the second paragraph as in the Home Office version,

excluding the passage in square brackets? r /

o /
| ARt A et
" /) { 3 /'
( /, [¢ LA | (,( < //

5 There is a draft of a letter to Mr. Graham Mitchell's son

at Annex B of Sir Robert's minute. As I said earlier, I do

not think a letter is strictly necessary. But do you want to

send this letter, subject to my manuscript alteration? ﬂ

vV O

_—

6. I think we ought to show tomorrow the draft Question and
answer to the Leader of the House and the Chief Whip (because
they ought to know about important Parliamentary statements)

and to the Chalrman (because he ought to be aware of the

implied criticism of Mr. Rupert Allason). Agree?

N LU

N, ‘L WICKS
11 March 1987
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DRAFT PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION AND ANSWER

Mr. W. Benyon: To ask the Prime Minister whether she is aware

of the allegation that Mr. Graham Mitchell was a Russian

agent; and whether she will make a statement.

The possibility that Mr. Graham Mitchell, Deputy Director
General of the Security Service from 1957 to 1963, might have
been a Russian agent was thoroughly and objectively
investigated over a number of years, and (as in the case of
Sir Roger Hollis) the conclusion reached at the end of that
investigation was that he had not been an agent of the Russian
Intelligence Services. Mr. Mitchell was informed of this
conclusion. I am advised that there is no reason to alter or

modify that conclusion in either case.

I—dEp&orefZ%e conduct of those who publish al%i‘?t on this

kind about public servants who cannot defond themselves, ard->] 7 <7
regret the damage done by such accusations to themoralre=of

the Security Service, on whose skill, efficiency and loyalty

we rely, and can rely with confidence, for the defence of our

freedom.

EL3BVF
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Ref. A087/690

MR WICKS

Molehunt: Allegations Against Mr Graham Mitchell

Thank you for your minute of 11 March.

25 As to the way in which the points in the proposed draft
Answer should be made, there is a question of balance. The
Prime Minister made an oral statement in the House about Sir
Roger Hollis. Mr Mitchell was hardly less significant, as being
Sir Roger Hollis's deputy. If it was thought justifiable to
clear Sir Roger Hollis's name in Parliament - also after his
death - it is very nearly if not quite as justifiable to clear
Mr Mitchell's name in Parliament. If we were to deal with

Mr MiééﬁéiimEHWQMEEEEEEEHE”QH§ from that in which we dealt with
Sir Roger Hollis, we should invite speculation about why we were
doing so.

3% We can clearly cut out of a Parliamentary Answer the whole

of what was in paragraph 2 of Annex A to my minute of 10 March

p—

(A087/685). But the Security Service strongly believe that, if

nothing at all is said about Sir Roger Hollis, Chapman Pincher

will affect to iﬁfg;ﬁfrom that that the Prime Minister is now

doubtful about Hollis; and all that would start up again.

4. So I would suggest that we stick to the plan to give a

Parliamentary Answer, which deals with Mitchell and Hollis.

5. We could put the material excised from the Answer into a
letter which the Prime Minister might send to Mr Mitchell's son;
the family would then be free to make whatever use of the letter
they thought fit. Or else, if that was thought to be a slightly
strange way in which to record the Government's confidence in

1
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the Security Service, we could drop the idea of a letter, and
incorporate a sentence about the Security Service in the draft

Answer,

6 I attach possible drafts of a Question and Answer and of a
letter to Mr Mitchell's son accordingly. In the draft Answer I
have suggested in square brackets a sentence about the Security
Service, if the Prime Minister decides not to send a letter to

the family.

7hi I do not think that in this case it is necessary to insert

the words "I am advised that" at the beginning of the

Parliamentary Answer. As it stands, most of the Answer is a
statement of fact. The only matter on which a judgment is

involved is in the current reaffirmation of the conclusion

reached at the end of the in;éstigation: that could be

introduced by "I am advised that". The reaffirmation is of

course based on the fact that since 1970 no evidence has come to
light which would tend to invalidate the conclusion reached at
the end of the investigation, and on the defector evidence (to
which we cannot refer) which confirms the conclusion.

8. I understand that Molehunt is now on the bookstalls. That

strengthens the case for taking action this week, after the

judgment in the Peter Wright case has been delivered. That

would require the Question to be put down on Thursday 12 March
and anwsered on Friday 13 March; the letter to Mr Mitchell's

. s SR .
family could then be sent on Friday 13 March.

o) I am sending a copy of this minute and of the drafts to the
Private Secretaries to the Lord President of the Council, the
Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary, the Home Secretary and the

Attorney General.

11 March 1987 ROBERT ARMSTRONG

2
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ANNEX A

DRAFT PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION AND ANSWER

Mr W Benyon: To ask the Prime Minister whether she is aware
of the allegation that Mr Graham Mitchell was a spy; and
whether she will make a statement.

DRAFT WRITTEN ANSWER”_(
=
The possibility @f Mr Graham Mitchell, Deputy Director

General of the Security Service from 1957 to 1963, might have
been a Russian sﬁ?dwas thoroughly and objectively investigated
over a number of years, and (as in the case of Sir Roger Hollis)
the conclusion reached at the end of that investigation was that
he had not been an agent of the Russian Intelligence Services.
Mr Mitchell was informed of this conclusion. I am advised that

there is no reason to alter or modify that conclusion in either

case.,

‘ﬁl deplore the conduct of those WhOéMﬁH}ﬂKXMﬁLDut_Q%;

publishing allegations of this kind about public servants who

cannot defend themselves, ggé-l regret the damage done by such
:vm

accusations to the—effectiveness and reputabiemef the Security

Service, on whose skill, efficiency and loyalty we rely, and can

rely with confidence, for the defence of our freedom;ij

SECAAT




ANNEX B

DRAFT LETTER FROM THE PRIME MINISTER TO

CHARLES MITCHELL ESQ

You and your family must have been greatly
distressed by the allegations for which there has
been recent publicity that your father, Mr Graham

Mitchell, was a Russian spy.

I wanted to let you know that I am answering
a question in the House of Commons today, to say
that the possibility that Mr Mitchell might have
been a spy was thoroughly and objectively
investigated over a number of years, and that the
conclusion reached at the end of that investigation
was that he had not been an agent of the Russian

Intelliggnce_Services. Your father was informed of

R

e R - i
r’;hls conclusion jard=F=aiHapPPyY LCO L earfirm=it, |
2o\t i :

s

»

May I say how greatly my colleagues and I
deplore the conduct of those who make money out of
' publishing allegations of this kind about public
servants who cannot defend themselves. I greatly
admire the dignity and patience with which the
families of those concerned have endured these
accusations. I much regret also the damage which

they do to the effectiveness of the Security

SECAAU




Service, on whose skill, efficiency and loyalty we

rely, and rely with confidence, for the defence of

our freedom.

SECAAU




BY FAX
THE TREASURY SOLICITOR

Queen Anne’s Chambers
28 Broadway London SWI1H 9JS ,\ 3

Telephones Direct Line 01-210 3109
Switchboard 01-210 3000

Telex 917564 GTN 210

Fax No. 01-222 6006

Alastair J Brett Esq Please quote
Times Legal 1.85/2704/DAH
Times Newspapers Limited Your reference

PO Box 481
Virginia Street
LONDON El 9BD I} March 1987

Date

Dear Mr Brett
Thank you for your letter (dated 3 March) faxed to me on 5 March.

[ am grateful to you for informing me that the intended article or articles will not as
such be about Mr Wright's book but more about the trial. I note your reference to Mr
Turnbull's awareness as a practising solicitor of the restrictions imposed upon him. I of
course accept that the Sunday Times is free to publish was was said in open court in
Australia.

[ should add that I am assuming from your letter that the intended article or articles
will not contain material either from the closed court sessions or which derives from Mr
Wright in breach of his duty of confidence owed to the Crown. Should my assumption
be incorrect I would be grateful if you would inform me immediately.

e

Yours sincerely

Jav A0

D A HOGG




‘Copied to:-

N L Wicks Esq CBE
B Sheldon Esq CB

J Nursaw Esq CB
A Inglese Esq

B Dinwiddy Esq

C Battiscombe Esq
T Woolley Esq







From: THE PRIVATE SECRETARY

CONFIDENTIAL

HoMme OFFIcE
QUEEN:ANNE'S GATE
LONDON SWIH 9AT

11 March 1987

ﬂwﬁ;@, VBIN

S i

PETER WRIGHT CASE

The Home Secretary has seen the Attorney General's minute of
9 March and the letter of 10 March from Nigel Wicks recording the
Prime Minister's views.

The Home Secretary is grateful for the Attorney General's
advice on this matter. He agrees with the views recorded in Nigel
Wicks' letter about the instructions which might be given to our
Australian Counsel. More generally, the Home Secretary thinks
that we need not actively seek to expedite the appeals, provided
that we do not appear to be working for delay.

Copies of this letter go to the Private Secretaries to the
other members of OD(DIS) and to Trevor Woolley and Christopher
Mallaby in Cabinet Office.

&7

T (o,

S W BOYS SMITH

Michael Saunders, Esq







be C.Mallaby, "COS L

I AYF

10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWI1A 2AA

From the Principal Private Secretary

SIR ROBERT ARMSTRONG

MOLEHUNT: ALLEGATIONS AGAINST MR. GRAHAM MITCHELL

The Prime Minister studied overnight your minute of 10 March
which covered a draft Parliamentary Question and Answer
about the allegations against Mr. Graham Mitchell, a former
Deputy Director General of the Security Service.

20 The Prime Minister believes that more work needs to be

done on the statement. In her view, the shorter it is, the

better. She also wonders whether a better way of making the
points in the draft Answer would be to write a letter to the
Mitchell family which they could release to the Press.

3ie The Prime Minister has at this stage two points on the
draft text of the Question and Answer:

(i) The Question is doubtfully in order since it asks the
Prime Minister, in effect, to confirm a rumour. Insert (1)
on page 340 of the 20th Edition of Erskine May refers: this
states that "Questions asking whether statements in the
Press, or of private individuals, or unofficial bodies .....
are not in order.”

The Question might be brought in order if it was on the
following lines:

"7o ask the Prime Minister whether she has seen allegations
that Mr. Graham Mitchell was a spy; and whether she will
make a statement",

though this would need-checking with the experts.

(ii) The first sentence of the draft could, in the interests
of brevity, be subsumed into the second sentence if the
words in the second sentence "Mr. Mitchell" were replaced by
"Mr. Graham Mitchell, Deputy Director General of the
Security Service from 1957 to 1963",

4, You will also wish to consider, in the interests of
brevity, whether the last two sentences of the first

SECRET
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paragraph and the last sentence of the second paragraph
could be omitted. Indeed, if brevity is a key
consideration, the whole of the second paragraph could be
omitted. You will also wish to consider whether the words
"I am advised that" should be inserted at the beginning of
the existing second sentence in order that this statement
would be on the same basis as the statement which the Prime
Minister issued regarding Lord Rothschild.

S I should be grateful if you could let the Prime
Minister have further advice by close of play today.

6. Copies of this minute go to the Private Secretaries to
the Lord President, the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary,
the Home Secretary and the Solicitor General.

N.L.W-

NLW

Il S Mareh, " 1987.
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10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWI1A 2AA

From the Principal Private Secretary

SIR ROBERT ARMSTRONG

THE PETER WRIGHT CASE: OD(DIS)(87)17

I have shown the Prime Minister your minute of 10 March which
covers the draft statement for issue immediately after
Mr. Justice Powell's judgement.

The Prime Minister is now content with the draft statement at
Annex A.

I am sending copies of this minute to the Private Secretaries
to members of OD(DIS) and to Sir Antony Duff and the Treasury
Seliichtor,

(NS S WIEKSH)

11 March 1987

RESTRICTED
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(A0)

10 DOWNING STREET

From the Principal Private Secretary

SIR ROBERT ARMSTRONG

THE PETER WRIGHT CASE

I have shown the Prime Minister your minute

of 10 March in which you seek approval for

a draft briefing note, designed for showing

to a few selected Government backbenchers

who may be invited to comment on such programmes
as "Newsnight" or "Any Questions" when the
judgment comes out.

The Prime Minister is content with the terms
of the draft briefing note, subject to the
agreement of the Attorney General and other
Ministers.

I am copying this minute to the Private Secretaries
to the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary,

the Home Secretary, the Attorney General,
theliireasunryESeiin citor i dnd Sy riAnttony i DUEE &

N.L. WICKS

11" March 1987

CONFIDENTIAL
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b ﬂ.;;,@:)

Ref. A087/686

MR WICKS iy %’ﬁlﬂ@?
| Afcp

The Peter Wright Case [0.:3

I attach a draft briefing note, designed for showing to a
few selected Goveggggg&_gigﬁbenchers who may be invited to
; "Any Questions"
when the judgment comes out.

2 The draft has been seen and agreed with the Home Secretary

and with the Security Serv1ce.

3 If the Prime Minister is content with this deaft, it whll
be arranged for backbenchers to see it in the Whip's Office on

?hursday 12 March, so as to be able to draw on it as soon as

the judgment is known and provided the judgment is as expected.
Since this may have to be done at very short notice and at an
unsociable hour, I hope that the Prime Minister will agree that
officials should have dlscretlon to > _prepare an amended ver51on

E necessary in the light of the judgment.

——

4. I am sending copies of this minute to the Private
Secretaries to the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary, the Home
Secretary, and the Attorney General; and to the Treasury
Solicitor and Sir Antony Duff.

ROBERT ARMSTRONG
10 March 1986

CONFIDENTIAL
SECAAR




IN CONFIDENCE

THE PETER WRIGHT CASE

Background

154 Mr Wright was employed by the Security Service between 1955
and 1976. He owes a lifelong duty of confidentiality to the

Crown.

2. Mr Justice Powell is expected to hand down judgment in the
case in Sydney on 13 March (late on 12 March, British time). It
seems prudent to expect him to rule that all or much of

Mr Wright's manuscript may be published. If thaﬁ happened, the

Government would be likely to appeal. The Appeal Court of New

e e 5 —

South Wales would be unlikely to hear an appeal before May or

June. Any subsequent appeal proceedings in the High Court of

Australia might not be concluded before November.

3 The 'points to make' contain a sentence in square brackets
which cannot be confirmed until judgment has been given. The
whole brief will be reviewed on 13 March, and amended as

necessary.

IN CONFIDENCE
SECAAK




THE PETER WRIGHT CASE

Points to Make

1B Mr Justice Powell's judgment in the High Court of New South
Wales will be carefully studied by the Government. This is only
judgment at first instance. The Government may well appeal.
[The judge has maintained, in the meantime, his interim order

against publication of Mr Wright's manuscript.]

74 The Government has a strong case on the merits.

Mr Wright - like all present and former members of the public
service - owes a lifelong duty of confidentiality to the Crown.
As a member of the Security Service he worked on very sensitive
matters. Unauthorised publication of his manuscript would be a
deliberate and extensive breach of confidentiality by a former
public servant. The Government was bound to do everything in
its power to prevent it from happening. That is why the
Government sought an injunction in the Australian courts to
prevent publication - only the Australian courts would have the
power to enforce their orders on Mr Wright who now lives there.
In the interests of national security, the Government is
determined to uphold the principle of confidentiality and the
obligations of staff, without which there could be no effective

Security Service.

Points to Make - Defensive

Matters raised in the proceedings in Sydney and in the judgment

Pending the outcome of any appeal, it would be inappropriate to
comment on the detailed issues in the case. The Government,
like its predecessors, also does not normally comment on
security matters. (If pressed: Ministers have made clear that
when the case is over they will consider carefully, in the light

SECAAK




of the usual customs and conventions on security matters, any

questions put to them.)

The Government had admitted that the contents of the book are

true?

This was purely for the limited procedural purposes of the case,
which is that Mr Wright must not publish without authority an
account of his work in the Security Service and that it is
unnecessary (and would be damaging to national security) to
prove whether particular statements by him are true or false in

establishing the case for an injunction.

Role of Sir Robert Armstrong; lied/misled Court?

Sir Robert is the Prime Minister's principal official adviser

in relation to matters of security. He was the obvious choice
as the principal witness to establish that Mr Wright had a duty
of confidentiality to the Crown and that breach of that duty
would do serious damage to the interests of the United Kingdom
and Australia. This did not require detailed personal knowledge
of the Government's handling of earlier publications and
broadcasts, which were irrelevant in considering Mr Wright's
duty of confidentiality to the Crown. (The defendants offered
no evidence of their own that earlier publications and

broadcasts had been officially "authorised".) Sir Robert did not

; lie to the Court. 1In the one instance in which he unwittingly

misled it, as soon as he realised that he had done so he very
properly put the record straight.

MI5 plot against Lord Wilson?

These stories relate to a period before the present Government
took office. They were the subject of a statement issued by the
then Prime Minister (Mr Callaghan), which read as follows:

SECAAK




'The Prime Minister has conducted detailed inquiries into the
recent allegations about the Security Service and is satisfied
that they do not constitute grounds for lack of confidence in
the competence and impartiality of the Security Service or for
instituting a special inquiry. 1In particular, the Prime
Minister is satisfied that at no time has the Security Service,
or any other British intelligence or security agency, either of
its own accord or at someone else's request, undertaken
electronic surveillance in No 10 Downing Street or in the Prime

Minister's room in the House of Commons. '

This was subsequently confirmed by Lord Wilson.

—

Possible Prosecutions - of Chapman Pincher/former members of

Security Service who provided information

These are for the Attorney General to decide.

Supervision and accountability of Security Service.

The tradition in this country, under governments of all
political parties, has been that the security and intelligence
services are accountable to Ministers, and that Parliament
trusts Ministers to discharge this responsibility faithfully.
Like its predecessors, the present Government does not think it
would assist the effectiveness or efficiency of these services
to have their operations subject to detailed surveillance either
by Parliament or by an independent committee [eg of Privy

Counsellors as Owen/Steel have proposed].

Why no Government action against Mr Nigel West's new book
"Molehunt"?

Mr West is not a former public servant. He submitted his

0 M . . . 3 .
manuscript to officials and agreed, following discussion, to

remove material which the Government considered could have




damaged national security or was clearly derived from a breach

of confidence. There were no further steps the Government could
take to prevent publication. But the Government neither

authorised publication nor gave any kind of approval.

SECAAK
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MOLEHUNT: ALLEGATIONS AGAINST MR. GRAHAM MITCHELL L£-

/
/ G Lo bl —\.L(QU\(O

Under cover of his minute below, Robert Armstrong provides a L nalien

8 [
draft Question and Answer clearing Mr. Graham Mitchell. Some U- Uedeeq

points on the draft: =P ewld bt

. N - e
"fo g (-L«L&;:)N'fo f>jh41t,
Paragraph 1 J&M;i\‘wauL uﬂe

8 The Question looks to be doubtfully in order since it o /. (¢

asks for confirmation of a (newspaper) allegation. Wi e

Something on the following lines might be in order: *
"To ask the Prime Minister whether she has seen e
allegations that Mr. Graham Mitchell was a spy; and /

whether she will make a statement”. 43

I will confirm with the Chief Whip that something on

these lines would be in order.

The first sentence of the answer is not strictly

necessary, but it does, I think, no harm. Leave it in?

(If it is omitted, the words in the next sentence
"Mr. Mitchell" would need to be replaced by "Mr. Graham
Mitchell, Deputy Director General of the Security Service

from 1957-63" and the word "Russian" inserted before

" spy" 2 )

I suggest that the words "I am advised that ..." should
be inserted before the second sentence. This distances
you a little and suggests that the events happened long
before you had any Ministerial responsibility for these

matters. Agree to include "I am advised that ..."?

The fourth sentence "I re-affirm it today" is again not

strictly necessary. It lends your personal authority to
the conclusion that Mitchell was not a spy. This is both
an advantage and a disadvantage. It has the advantage of
pleasing the Security Service (and Mr. Mitchell's family)

making it clear that you are willing to stand up in their

SECRET
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support. But it carries a slight risk if any new
evidence comes to light about Mr. Mitchell. Leave the

sentence in?

I can see no harm in the last sentence about Sir Roger

Hollis. Include it?

Paragraph 2

6is The first part of the first sentence of this paragraph is
a well merited attack on West. Mr. Tebbit should be told
about it because of its consequences for Torbay. Agree I
should show it to Mr. Tebbit?

The Home Office wish to omit the last sentence. I agree
waithiieheniselitiniseatbitEteoe florid s S Omit Fit?

If you agree I will minute Robert Armstrong with your comments
so that the other Ministers concerned can be aware of them
quickly. Their comments should be available tomorrow and I
will put a further draft in your box tomorrow night.

Meanwhile it would be useful to have your comments on the
draft.

I think we should show the text to the Chancellor of the Duchy
and the Chief Whip. I think, too, that the Lord Privy Seal,
as Leader of the House, should know that it is coming. Agree

these Ministers should see the draft?

Finally, on timing of the answer, I suggest that it should be
answered at 1430 on Friday. We would need to ensure that this
was after any opportunity which the press might have to

question you in North Wales. Agree?

Lt

NIGEL WICKS
10 March 1987
VC3AQ0
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Ref. A087/685

MR WICKS

Molehunt

At the Prime Minister's meeting, which discussed the
issues raised in my minute of 4 March (Ref. A087/614), the
Prime Minister decided that there should be no statement about
Mr Graham Mitchell before the judgment in the Peter Wright case
in Australia. It wés suggested that, if there were to be any
statement about Mr Mitchell, it should be linked to the
publication of Molehunt; and we were told that publication was

expected to be on Thursday 12 March. We expect judgment to be

delivered in the Peter Wright case on the morning of EEigiZ.léﬂ
March (Sydney time); the judgment should therefore have been

aelivered by the very early hours of that morning (our time).

Ministers were thus inclined to see a window of opportunity for
a statement about Mr Mitchell on Friday 13 March, It was

suggested that this should be in the form of a written answer to
a Parliamentary Question; the Question would be put down,
perhaps by Mr William Benyon MP (the Member of Parliament for
the constituency in which Mr Mitchell lived in the last years of
his life) and the answer would be made available sggggiz&before

the House rose on Friday 13 March.

2 The Prime Minister's meeting considered the draft statement
attached as Annex A to my minute of 4 March. It was agreed that
any statement should be considerably shorter than the draft. 1In
particular, it was agreed to remove aiI“;;E;rences to Sir Roger
Hollis (since they could be held to bear on the case in Sydney),
and to dispense with the first three paragraphs of the draft,
and with paragraphs 6 and 7 which referred to the new defector
evidence (because that was discussed in camera in Sydney). It

was also agreed that there should be no specific reference to

SECRET
i
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Lord Trend in the written answer, and that the points in

paragraph 8 of the draft should be made, but more succinctly.

3. I attach a draft written Question and Answer, taking account
of the points made in discussion, as recorded in your letter of
9 March. The Security Service would like the Prime Minister,

if she reaffirms the conclusions relating}to_Mr Mitchell, also

to reaffirm the conclusions relating to Sir Roger Hollis; I have

included a sentence accordingly at the end of the first

paragraph of the draft answer. I have included at the end of
the second paragraph a sentence "knocking" those responsible for
the attacks on the Security Service; the Home Office would

prefer to omit the sentence.

4, I am sending a copy of this minute and of the revised draft
to the Lord President, the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary,

the Home Secretary and the Solicitor General.

ROBERT ARMSTRONG
10 March 1987

SECRET
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DRAFT PARLIAMENTARY QUESTION

Mr W Benyon: To ask the Prime Minister whether she

can confirm the allegation for which there has been

recent publicity that Mr Graham Mitchell was a spy.

DRAFT WRITTEN ANSWER

The alle ion/;haf Mr Grahéh Mitchell, Deputy

Director enera;féf the Secufity Service from 1957
) to 1963, was”a Russian spy is neither new nor true.

| o cnlbitoerd (. % /

3 LFhe possibilify that Mr Mitchell might have been a
spy was thoroughly and objectively investigated
over a number of years, and the conclusion reached
at the end of that investigation was that he had
not been an agent of the Russian Intelligence
Services. Mr Mitchell was informed of this
conclusion. I reaffirm it today. I also reaffirm
the similar conclusion about Sir Roger Hollis which

I reported to the House in my statement on

26 March 1981.

zbﬂaf” The Government deplores the conduct of those
who make money out of publishing allegations of

this kind about public servants who cannot defend

SECAAL




themselves, and would like to express appreciation

of the dignity and patience with which the families
of those concerned have endured these accusations.

We rely, and can rely with confidence, on the

skill, efficiency and loyalty of the Security

e
-

Service in the defence of our freedom.LﬂOnly those

who seek to undermine and destroy that freedom can
derive any satisfaction from the damage done to the
Service's effectiveness by the kind of scurrilous
and irresponsible vilification of which we have

r—
seen so much in recent months. [/

-
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10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA 2AA

From the Principal Private Secretary

SIR ROBERT ARMSTRONG

THE WRIGHT CASE: ATTENDANCE OF GOVERNMENT REPRESENTATIVES
ON JUDGMENT DAY

I discussed with the Prime Minister this afternoon, on the
basis of the arguments described in pargraphs 3-6 of your
minute of today, the case for Mr Douglas Hogg (or anyone
else from London) going to Australia so that they can attend
the delivery of Mr Justice Powell's judgment.

The Prime Minister has said that if it is the judgment of
the Law Officers, Mr Simos and yourself that there is no

need for Mr Hogg (or anyone else) to attend the delivery of
the judgment, so be it.

I will let you have as quickly as possible the
Prime Minister's views on the other matters raised in your
minute.

I am sending a copy of this minute to the Private
Secretaries to members of OD(DIS), to Sir Antony Duff and
Treasury Solicitor.

N.L. Wicks
10 March 1987
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CONFIDENTIAL AND PERSONAL

Ref. A087/687

MR WICKS

V

Peter Wright Case: Expedition of Appeal

Mr Simos will need instructions on this matter during
tomorrow, Wednesday, our time. A decision will therefore be
needed tomorrow morning on the Attorney General's minute of
9 March to the Home Secretary. That minute does not specify the
"clear advantages in consenting to any application to expedite
an appeal" (paragraph 3). I understand that they concern
appearances: if we opposed expedition, we should look
niggardly. But there is little to choose between consenting to

an application or joining in one.

25 The Home Secretary is being advised that we should not
oppose an application and that since our interest is for the
temporary injunction on disclosure of information by Wright to
last as long as possible, we should consent to an application
rather than joining in one.

3 The Prime Minister will wish to consider the domestic
political angle. The assessment of Mr Simos has been that we
have a better than even chance of ultimately winning the case.
If the appeal was expedited and was heard in May or June, a win
would be a plus for the Government in British politics. If we
lost at appeal in the same timescale, we would immediately seek
leave to appeal to the High Court of Australia and the political
effect in this country might well be slight. If we won in the
High Court in, say, early October, that would be a plus in
British politics. If we lost in the High Court in early
October, and the book was immediately published, that could be
quite a significant minus. But, as noted above, Mr Simos does

not expect us to lose; and the timing is highly uncertain.

CONFIDENTIAL AND PERSONAL
SECAAS
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4, I suggest that calculations about the domestic political
aspect are too uncertain to determine our decisions on

expedition of appeal. There is an argument relating to the

Wright case for not opposing expedition. As between supporting

expedition or consenting to it, I suggest - subject to the Home
Secretary's views - that the point at the end of paragraph 2

above should carry the day in favour of consenting.

ROBERT ARMSTRONG

10 March 1987
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. 10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWIA 2AA

From the Principal Private Secretary 10 March 1987

)&GA //tcuf

THE PETER WRIGHT CASE

The Prime Minister has seen the Attorney General's minute
of 9 March to the Home Secretary about the instructions for our
Australian Counsel regarding any application for any appeal in
this case to be expedited.

The Prime Minister agrees that our Australian Counsel should
be given instructions which would permit him to say:

(a) that the plaintiff undertakes to make a decision whether
to appeal as soon as reasonably practicable; and

(b) that the plaintiff would prosecute any appeal which it decided
to institute with all diligence with a view to having the
appeal heard as soon as is reasonably practicable.

She does not believe that we can go any further without knowing
the precise terms of the judgements.

I am sending a copy of this letter to the Private Secretaries
to the other members of OD(DIS) and Sir Robert Armstrong.

Noeb (W.os

N. L. WICKS

Michael Saunders, Esg.
Law Officers' Department
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The Peter Wright Case: OD(DIS)(87)17 Af ¢ LJ

(o 7
Some of the Prime Minister's points recorded in your minute

of 9 March were discussed at the Prime Minister's meeting on
AR T

another matter yesterday evening.

2. The position on the points by paragraph is as follows.

Paragraph 3 of OD(DIS)(87)17

30 Arrangements have been finalised for Sir John Leahy to be
present at the judgment and to make a brief’EEZEEHEHE‘ﬁo the
press after it (and after any necessary quick consultation with
Mr Simos and with London).

4. There are two sets of arguments for sending someone out
from London for the judgment:

it will be an important moment in the case, and will

seem strange if no one from London is there;

Mr Hogg could assist the solicitors with the
arrangements for conveying the judgment to London,
and could have a preliminary conference with Counsel
and with the solicitors about whether to appeal and

on what grounds.

I have discussed this with Mr Simos. He sees no need for
T R —

Mr Hogg (or anyone else from London) to be there for the

judgment. As senior Counsel he would not normally attend

delivery of a reserved judgment (though he will do so on this

RESTRICTED
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occasion in view of the importance of the case). The
proceedings in court are likely to be very short: the Judge will

deliver orally only his principal findings for or against the

plaintiff or at most a relatively brief summary of his judgment

S : -
(which is now expected to run to 300 pages). Mr Simos 1S

convinced that the Judge will find against the plaintiff. He

takes it for granted that we shall appeal, and he will have

clear instructions to give notice that we shall consider an
appeal. He thinks that Mr Justice Powell will grant

prolongation of the injunctions preventing publication of

material from Wright's book and of the undertakings by

Mr Greengrass and others to the Court; not to do so would in
effect foreclose our right of appeal. If the Judge is so silly
as not to grant prolongation, Mr Simos will go igggéig&g}y to
the nggt of Appegl, who will (he is in no doubt) grant

prolongation. For none of this is Mr Hogg's presence essential.

B It is unlikely that Mr Simos will be ready to discuss the

implications of the judgment before Monday 16 March. Assuming

that there is agreement that we should give, and assurance that
we are giving, notice of appeal that day, discussion with

Counsel of the precise grounds of appeal can wait until Mr Simos
comes to London at the end of the week. In the meantime,
Mr Hogg is likely to be able to make a greater contribution to

the Government's deliberations if he is in London.

6+ Oon balance, therefore, I recommend against sending Mr Hogg
(or anyone else) out to Sydney to be present for the judgment.
s Detailed arrangements for reporting the judgment, analysing
it in London and reaching decisions on whether to appeal, and if
so on the grounds for appeal, are being prepared by officials

and will be circulated tomorrow.
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Paragraph 4

8. I attach a revised version of the draft press statement for
issue in Sydney immediately after the judgment and early on
Friday morning in London. It will of course need amendment in
the unlikely event of Mr Justice Powell giving a wholly
favourable judgment. To allow for the possibility of a mixed
judgment, for instance one allowing publication of parts of the
book but upholding Wright's duty of confidentiality, the second
sentence of paragraph 2 is cast in terms which, while pointing
clearly towards the possibility of an appeal, do not prejudge it

too much.

Paragraph 5

9 Annex B to OD(DIS)(87)17 consisted purely of illustrative
material, on which further comment after judgment might, subject
to detailed consideration at the time, have been based. We
shall be giving further preliminary consideration to this, in

the light of suggestions made by Mr Simos on the telephone this

morning (which I have recorded separately). When we have the
judgment, officials will consider urgently whether there is any
need to add to the attached press release, bearing in mind the
Prime Minister's view that we should say nothing liable to
increase the pressure in Parliament for further comment on the

Wright case or on matters at issue in it.

Paragraph 7

10. The Government admitted before the start of the main
hearing in Sydney that, for the purpose of the proceedings only,
and not otherwise, the Australian court could treat the
allegations made in Wright's book as being true. The purpose of
this technical admission was to avoid discussion in the
proceedings of whether all or any part of the book was true.

The fact of our technical admission is public knowledge. But

RESTRICTED
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there is no need for us to draw attention to it again. We can
say, if we need to say anything on this aspect, that Wright's
duty of confidentiality stands, irrespective of whether or not

any allegations in his book may be true.
11. I am sending copies of this minute to the Private

Secretaries of the members of OD(DIS) and to Sir Antony Duff and
the Treasury Solicitor.

i

ROBERT ARMSTRONG
10 March 1987
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ANNEX A

PETER WRIGHT CASE

Draft Press Statement for issue immediately after

Mr Justice Powell's Judgment

The Judge in the Peter Wright case in the Supreme Court of
New South Wales has delivered judgment. This is a case in which

the British Government is seeking an order to restrain

publication by Heinemann of Australia and Peter Wright of a

manuscript by Wright. He is a former member of the Security
Service, the manuscript is about his employment in the Service,
and in the Government's view he owes a lifelong duty of
confidentiality to the Crown.

2 The judgment will now be studied carefully by the British
Government. The Government will consider an appeal to the New
South Wales Court of Appeal. An early announcement will be made
on this:

3 [Mr Justice Powell has granted] [The New South Wales Court
of Appeal has granted] [The British Government is immediately
seeking] continuation pending an appeal of the injunction
restraining disclosure of Mr Wright's manuscript or any
information obtained by him in his capacity as a member of the
British Security Service.
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Sir Robert Armstrong Gcs cvo

01-270 0101
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Ref. A087/667 10 March 1987

DNear Michaet

I spoke to Theo Simos QC on the telephone this morning, to
ask him whether he would like David Hogg to come to Australia in
order to be present for Mr Justice Powell's judgment in the
Peter Wright case. I said that the High Commissioner would in
any case be in court, and would be briefed to make a short
statement to the press after the judgment. The question was
whether it would be useful for Hogg to be there, to assist with
the process of getting the judgment back to Londeon ‘and’ for the
purpose of preliminary consultation with Simos on the judgment
itself and on the reaction to be made to it. Simos said that he
did not really see any need for Hogg to come to Australia. He
was expecting a 300-page judgment from Mr Justice Powell.

Mr Justice Powell might simply hand out the written judgment,
with a very brief oral account of the main finding o ok
against the plaintiff; or he might conceivably read out a short
summary of the judgment, lasting perhaps half an hour. Simos
said that Senior Counsel would not normally attend for the
delivery of a reserved judgment, but that he judged this case
sufficiently important for him to attend the delivery of the
judgment in person. He expected that the judge would find
against us. He thought that Mr Justice Powell would continue
the interim injunction, since to do otherwise would in effect
destroy our right to appeal. If he was so silly as not to do
so, there would be an immediate appeal to the Court of Appeal,
and Simos did not doubt that they would grant continuance of
the injunction pending appeal. That would all be very
straightforward, and he did not see it as likely to raise any
issues which required Hogg's presence in Sydney.

/Theo Simos then

M I Saunders Esg
Law Officers' Department
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Theo Simos then went on to give me an indication of what he
thought the judgment might say, in the hope that this would
enable us to give some preliminary thought before the judgment
as to how we might react to it.

Simos thought that Mr Justice Powell's judgment would deal
with the issues raised in the hearing, but not with the contents
of the book—If he were to say anything about content, he would
put it 'into a confidential judgment, in order not by his
judgment to create the mischief of publication which the
plaintiff was seeking to avoid. It was possible that the Judge
would give a confidential judgment as well as an open judgment,
and possible also that he might in a confidential” judgment give
his view as to what should or should not be published. Simos
had no idea whether he would do so or not.

Simos thought that Mr Justice Powell might rule that
publication of material by an outsider destroyed the grounds of
confidentiality by which it was sought to bind the insider
(Peter Wright). Such a ruling would of course go to the root
of the distinction on which the plaintiff's case is based,
between publication by an outsider and publication by an
insider. If there were such a ruling, Simos said that he could
see no harm in the Government, in any published comment,
reasserting the principle of confidentiality as binding upon the
insider even in respect of material previously published by an
outsider. T A & 0
R

Alternatively, Simos suggested, the Judge might accept the
distinction between the outsider and the insider, and agree that
prima facie he would restrain publication by the insider even
where there had been publication by an outsider. But he could
go on to say that that distinction between the outsider and the
insider was not valid when publication by a third party could be
seen to have received the express or implied autheri tyviofsthe
plaintiff. Here he would be saying in effect that he accepted
the defendants' contention that the publication of Chapman
Pincher's book Their Trade is Treachery had the implied or tacit
authority of the Government. We should of course contest that
view on appeal.

Thirdly, Simos thought that Mr Justice Powell might seek to
apply the rule that there was no principle of confidentiality to
entitle the plaintiff to restrain publication of material which
disclosed illegal or iniguitous actions. The plaintiff's
argument in rejoinder to that was that disclosure to the
Director of Public Prosecutions would be sufficient publication
to ensure that such matters were properly considered, and that
there was therefore no need or justification for general
disclosure to the public at large. The Judge might seek to
construct some argument to the effect that disclosure to the
Director of Public Prosections was not sufficient for the
purpose, and that therefore publication to the public at large
was justified.

We should obviously be giving consideration to what (if
anything) the Government should say, if any of Simos's
predictions about the content of the judgment prove to be
correct. We shall be arranging to discuss those matters in
OD(DIS) (0) very shortly.

/1 am sending
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I am sending copies of this letter to Nigel Wicks,
Joan MacNaughton, Tony Galsworthy and Stephen Boys Smith; and
to Brian Cubbon, John Bailey, John Boyd and Patrick Walker.
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Following the conversation between the Lord Pre51dent @f" the Af
Council and Lord Blakenham of Pearsons plc, which was recorded in
OD(DIS)(87)19, the Lord President had a further conversation with (e 33
Lord Blakenham, after the latter had received the Treasury

Solicitorts letter pfi6 "March.

Lord Blakenham said that Pearsons would see what could be done to
meet the Government's concerns about possible publication of the
erght manuscrlpt in the United States. Lord Blakenham gave the
impression that he personally would help if he could. But he said
that the head of Pearsons publishing operations in the United
States had commented that, if the book was to be publlshed anyway,
ikeemightibe difficult sfor wthem not to publish it-in.the-United
States. Lord Blakenham indicated that the reply to the Treasury
Solicitor's letter would arrive before the deadline of noon on
W T Mool | e
Lord Blakenham said that Viking had acquired the United States
rightts on the manuscrlpt about two years ago.

RN S — & s e —

eea——— S ——————

The most likely 1nterpretatlon of Lord Blakenham's remarks seems to
be that Viking would publish Wright's manuscript in the United
States if it became clear that the manuscript would anyway be
published in some other country. If that is the correct inter-
pretation, there may be hope that publlcation in the United States
can be delayed so long as publlcdtlor in Australia is restrained.

I am sending a copy of this letter to Tony Galsworthy (FCO),
Stephen Boys-Smith (Home Office), Michael Saunders (Law Officers'
Department), Sir Anthony Duff, Trevor Woolley and Christopher
Mallaby (Cabinet Office).

OAN MACNAUGHTON
Private -secretary

Nigel Wicks Esq
Principal Priyate Secretary ta
the Prime Minister
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THE TREASURY SOLICITOR

Queen Anne's Chambers
28 Broadway London SWI1H 9]S

Telephones Direct Line 01-210 3109
Switchboard 01-210 3000

Telex 917564 GTN 210

Fax No. 01.222 6006

Viscount Blakenham Please quote

Pearson PLC L85/2704/DAH
Millbank Tower Your reference

LONDON Fiuts

SWIP 4QZ
6 March 1987

Dear Lord Blakenham

I act for the Attorney General in proceedings commenced by him in the Supreme Court
of New South Wales Australia against Heinemann Publishers Australia PTY Limited and
Peter Wright in which the Attorney General seeks to restrain publication of a
manuscript written by Mr Wright a former Member of the Security Service.

It has come to my notice that the manuscript is apparently being offered for publication
in the United States by Viking Penguin Inc., or Viking Press Inc., subsidiary companies of
Pearson Inc., which is in turn a subsidiary of Pearson PLC UK. This was a possibility
adverted to in the Observer of 4 January 1987 in the Pendennis Column by Peter
Hillmore.

I draw to your attention the fact that the Attorney General obtained interim injunctions
against "The Observer" and "The Guardian" and others last year restraining them from
publishing any information derived from Mr Wright. A copy of the injunction against
The Guardian is enclosed for ease of reference.

In these circumstances I should be grateful if you or your Company would let me have
an assurance by 12 noon on Wednesday 11 March 1987 that neither your company, nor
any of its subsidiaries, here or abroad, will breach the spirit of these injunctions
referred to.

In addition I would ask you to let me have details of when and from whom Viking
Penguin Inc. and Viking Press Inc. acquired the rights to the manuscript.

Yours sincerely

Dot Pty

D A HOGG
(Assistant Treasury Solicitor)
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From the Secretary of the Cabinet and Head of the Home Civil Service
Sir Robert Armstrong Gce cvo

Ref. A087/659
HOME SECRETARY

The Peter Wright Case

Mr Justice Powell is expected to hand down judgment in the
Peter Wright case on Friday 13 March. If his obiter dicta during
the hearings are any guide, his judgment must be expected to be
adverse from our point of view: it is very unlikely to be wholly
favourable. There will be a strong risk that comment in the
British media will be generally critical of the Government. It
is therefore desirable to do all we can to inspire comment which
sets the judgment in context and is favourable to the

Government's position.
p

2 I attach a draft briefing note, designed for showing to a
few selected Government backbenchers who may be invited to
comment on such programmes as Newsnight or Any Questions. The
plan, agreed with the Chief Whip, is that the backbenchers should
see it in the Whips' Office on Thursday 12 March in time to draw
on it as soon as the judgment is known, and provided that the

judgment is as expected.

CONFIDENTIAL
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3 The 'points to make' will need to be reviewed immediately
after the judgment. I suggest that officials should have
discretion to prepare an amended version, to take account of any

particular points in the judgment.

4. This first version will need to be cleared with No 10
overnight on Tuesday 10 March; and I should therefore be grateful
to receive any comments by 5.00 pm on Tuesday 10 March.

5. I am copying this minute to the Foreign and Commonwealth
Secretary and the Attorney General and also (since there has not

been time to clear the draft with them in advance) to the

Treasury Solicitor and Sir Antony Duff.

o

9 March 1987
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IN CONFIDENCE

THE PETER WRIGHT CASE

Background

1 Mr Wright was employed by the Security Service between 1955
and 1976. He owes a lifelong duty of confidentiality to the

Crown.

25 Mr Justice Powell is expected to hand down judgment in the
case in Sydney on 13 March (late on 12 March, British Etimeds & It
seems prudent to expect him to rule that all or much of

Mr Wright's manuscript may be published. If that happened, the
Government would be likely to appeal. The Appeal Court' of ENew
South Wales would be unlikely to hear an appeal before May or
June. Any subsequent appeal proceedings in the High Court of

Australia might not be concluded before November.

e The 'points to make' contain a sentence in square brackets

which cannot be confirmed until judgment has been given. The

whole brief will be reviewed on 13 March, and amended as

necessary.

IN CONFIDENCE




THE PETER WRIGHT CASE

Points to Make

b & Mr Justice Powell's judgment in the High Court of New South
Wales will be carefully studied by the Government. This is only
judgment at first instance. The Government may well appeal.
[The judge has maintained, in the meantime, his interim order

against publication of Mr Wright's manuscript. ]

2 The Government has a strong case. Mr Wright - like all
present and former members of the public service - owes a
lifelong duty of confidentiality to the Crown. Since he worked
on very sensitive matters, that is particularly important in his
case. Unauthorised publication of his manuscript would be a
massive violation of that duty. Faced with the prospect of such
a deliberate and extensive breach of confidentiality by a former
public servant, the Government was bound to do everything in its
power to prevent it from happening. That is why the Government
sought an injunction in the Australian courts to prevent
publication. In the interests of national security, the
Government is determined to uphold the principle of
confidentiality and the obligations of staff, without which

there could be no effective Security Service.

Points to Make - Defensive

Matters raised in the proceedings in Sydney and in the judgment

Pending the outcome of any appeal, it would be inappropriate to

comment on matters at issue in the case. The Government, like
its predecessors, also does not normally comment on security
matters. (If pressed: Ministers have made clear that when the
case is over they will consider carefully, in the light of the
usual customs and conventions on security matters, any questions
put to them.)




The Government had admitted that the contents of the book are
true?

This was purely for the limited procedural purposes of the
case. Otherwise, the Government does not admit the truth of
any of the allegations in the book relating to the activities

or personnel of the Security Service.

Role of Sir Robert Armstrong; lied/misled Court?

Sir Robert is the Prime Minister's principal official adviser
in relation to matters of security. He was the obvious choice
as the principal witness to establish the Government's case.
This did not require detailed personal knowledge of the
Government's handling of earlier publications and broadcasts,
which were irrelevant in considering Mr Wright's duty of
confidentiality to the Crown. (The defendants offered no
evidence of their own that earlier publications and broadcasts
had been officially "authorised”.) Sir Robert did not lie to

the Court. 1In the one instance in which he unwittingly misled

it, as soon as he realised that he had done so he very properly

put the record straight.

MI5 plot against Lord Wilson?

These stories relate to a period before the present Government
took office. They were the subject of a statement issued by the
then Prime Minister (Mr Callaghan), which read as follows:

"The Prime Minister has conducted detailed inquiries into the
recent allegations about the Security Service and is satisfied
that they do not constitute grounds for lack of confidence in
the competence and impartiality of the Security Service or for
instituting a special inquiry. 1In particular, the Prime
Minister is satisfied that at no time has the Security Service,

or any other British intelligence or security agency, either of




its own accord or at someone else's request, undertaken
electronic surveillance in No 10 Downing Street or in the Prime
Minister's room in the House of Commons.'

This was subsequently confirmed by Lord Wilson.

Possible Prosecutions - of Chapman Pincher/former members

Security Service who provided information

These are for the Attorney General to decide.

Supervision and accountability of Security Service.

The tradition in this country, under governments of all

political parties, has been that the security and intelligence

services are accountable to Ministers, and that Parliament trust
Ministers to discharge this responsibility faithfully. Like its
predecessors, the present Government does not think it would
assist the effectiveness or efficiency of these services to have
their operations subject to detailed surveillance either by
Parliament or by an independent committee [eg of Privy

Counsellors as Owen/Steel have proposed].

Why no Government action against Mr Nigel West's new book
"Molehunt"?

Mr West is not a former public servant. He submitted his
manuscript to officials and agreed, following discussion, to
remove material which the Government considered could have
damaged national security or was clearly derived from a breach
of confidence. There were no legal steps the Government could
take to prevent publication. But the Government neither

authorised publication nor gave any kind of approval.
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You will have seen that our instructions are being sought by our Australian Counsel

as to what our response should be to any application which the defendants may

make to the Court for any appeal in the case to be expedited. Counsel's advice is

that we should either consent to or join in the application.

As regards the timetable for an expedited appeal, my understanding is that it would

come on before the New South Wales Court of Appeal in May or June. Were any

further appeal to the High Court of Australia to be expedited it could come on in

October or possibly even sooner. If the appeal to the New South Wales Court of

Appeal were not expédited, it would come on some time after May or June and one

could not rule out its being as late as October.

I have indicated before that I see much advantage, both tactical and presentational,

in informing Mr Justice Powell that we will take a decision on an appeal well within

the prescribed time limits. It seems to me that, from the point of view of running
th‘e‘migation, there are also clear advantages in consenting to any application to
expedite an appeal. I would suggest therefore that Simos be given instructions

which would permit him to say :

/(a) that the plaintifi undertakes to make a decision whether to appeal

e

——

as soon as reasonably practicable; and

that the plaintiff would prosecute any appeal which it decided to

institute with all diligence with a view to having the appeal heard




It is of course for others to assess whether there are any political considerations
militating against consenting to an expedited appeal. As I have said, however, I am
firmly of the view that it would considerably assist our stance in the litigation to

adopt a positive attitude.

I am copying this to the other Members of OD(DIS) and Sir Robert Armstrong.

i

9 March 1987
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10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWI1A 2AA

From the Principal Private Secretary

SIR ROBERT ARMSTRONG
THE PETER WRIGHT CASE: OD(DIS)(87)18

Further to my minute of today, I now write to record
that there was further discussion at the Prime Minister's
meeting on "Molehunt" of the statement in Annex A of this
paper for issue immediately after Mr. Justice Powell's
judgment.

It was suggested that it should be made clear in
paragraph 1 of the text that the British Government was
seeking an order to restrain publication by Mr. Peter Wright
as well as by Heinemann of Australia. Paragraph 2 of the text
should be amended to omit the words "in London" in the second
line and the reference to "its legal advice" in the third
line. Paragraph 3 should be checked to confirm that the

injunction restrained only the publication of Mr. Wright's
manuscript and did not prohibit him from publishing or
otherwise promulgating relevant information in other ways.

It was suggested that the material in Annex B for
possible further public comment should be reduced so that it
simply made two broad points. The first was the importance of
sticking to the principle of confidentiality necessary for the
effective functioning of the Security Service and that this
point held true whether Wright's allegations were true or
false.

I am sending a copy of this minute to the Private
Secretaries of OD(DIS) and Mr. Mallaby.

(N. L. WICKS)
9 March 1987
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10 DOWNING STREET
LONDON SWIA 2AA

From the Principal Private Secretary

9 March 1987

bt

"MOLEHUNT": ALLEGATIONS AGAINST MR. GRAHAM MITCHELL

f

The Prime Minister held a meeting this afternoon to
discuss the matters raised in Sir Robert Armstrong's minute
of 4 March about allegations in Nigel West's book "Molehunt"
that Mr. Graham Mitchell, formerly Deputy Director General
of the Security Service, had been a Russian spy. The Lord
President, Home Secretary, Solicitor General, Sir Robert
Armstrong, Sir Brian Cubbon, Mr. Mallaby of the Cabinet
Office, and Mr. Walker and Mr. Waugh of the Security
Service were present.

The following were the main points raised in
discussion:

{61) the Security Service representatives explained
the evolution of the Security Service's conclusions on
Mr. Mitchell from the first report in July 1963 concluding
that he was very probably a Russian spy to his interview
with his Director General when he had been informed of the
Service s conclusion that he had not been a spy.

(114%) Some unease was expressed about any statement by
the Prime Minister. There was no way of telling how such a
statement might be widened into other matters. It would
give added publicity to West's book. There was a risk that
if the Government rebutted allegations that people were not
spies, obvious conclusions would be drawn when the
Government declined to make such statements. On the other
hand, there would be obvious asymmetry if the Deputy
Director General, Mr. Mitchell, was not given clearance in
the same way as the Director General, Sir Roger Hollis.

(iii) If a statement was made before the Wright
judgment, Mr. Justice Powell or Mr. Turnbull might use the
statement to the Government's disadvantage, for example, by
seeking to make public evidence, whether Government's or
Wright's, given in camera. But publication of West's book,
expected on Thursday 12 March, provided an obvious
opportunity for a statement.

Concluding the discussion the Prime Minister said that
subject to seeing a further draft of the statement she was
minded to issue it as a Written Answer on Friday after the
publication of West's book and the delivery of Mr. Justice

SECRET
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Powell's judgment. The answer should be much shorter than
the draft attached to Sir Robert Armstrong's minute. It
should make the following points:

(1) She had been advised that Mr. Mitchell had been
thoroughly and objectively investigated and the conclusion
of the investigation had been that he had not been an agent
of the Russian Intelligence Service. He had been informed
of this conclusion. She reaffirmed that conclusion today.

(2) It was deplorable that such false allegations had been
made about a distinguished public servant who could not
defend himself.

(3) We should be grateful for the dignity and patience with
which their families have endured these accusations.

(4) Such accusations discouraged and damaged the Service on
whose skill, efficiency and loyalty the nation can with
confidence rely for the defence of our freedom.

If possible, the Parliamentary Question should be tabled by
the MP for the area, Newport Pagnell, where Mr. Mitchell
used to live. This was thought to be Mr. Benyon, M.P.

I should be grateful if the Cabinet Office, in
consultation with the other departments concerned, could let
me have by midday on Wednesday, a text of a draft Question
and Answer for the Prime Minister.

I am sending a copy of this letter to the Private
Secretaries to the Lord President, the Foreign Secretary,

Solicitor General, and to Sir Robert Armstrong, Sir Brian
Cubbon, Mr. Mallaby, Mr. Walker and Mr. Waugh.

(N IS WIEKS)

Stephen Boys Smith, Esq.,
Home Office.

SECRET




CONFIDENTIAL

10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWI1A 2AA

From the Principal Private Secretary

SIR ROBERT ARMSTRONG
THE PETER WRIGHT CASE OD(DIS)(87)18

The Prime Minister has seen this note by the
Secretaries on the forthcoming serialisation in the Sunday
Times of a book by Malcolm Turner.

The Prime Minister is generally content with the
approach suggested by officials. But she would like
somewhat greater assurance that in the Sunday Times serial
there is no information which Mr. Turnbull has undertaken in
the Australian Court not to disclose or which he has
obtained through a breach of confidence by Wright. She
suggests that this assurance could be obtained by a suitable
reply to a letter which Mr. Brett of Times newspaper sent
Mr. Hogg on 3 March. The reply to Mr. Brett might make the
following points:

(1) the Government takes Mr. Brett's letter to mean that
the text provided by Mr. Turnbull to the Sunday Times does
not contain material either from the closed court sessions
or material which is the subject of the Australian
injunction;

(ii) even if material provided by Mr. Turnbull does confEllilct
with (i) we trust that the Sunday Times would not publish
it

The precise words of the letter willy, of ‘course, need
approval of the Law Officers. The Prime Minister thinks it
important to have on the record some such statement as
protection in case the Sunday Times publishes any offending
material.

I am sending a copy of this minute to the Private
Secretaries to members of OD(DIS) and Mr. Mallaby.

(Nt T WICKS)
9 March 1987
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10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWIA 2AA

From the Principal Private Secretary

SIR ROBERT ARMSTRONG

THE PETER WRIGHT CASE (OD(DIS)(87)17)

The Prime Minister has made the following comments on
note by officials about the Government's response to
Mr. Justice Powell's judgement in the Wright case.

Paragraph 3: The Prime Minister agrees that the High
Commissioner should be present at the judgement. But
she thinks that it would also be helpful to have
someone present from London who is familiar with all
our discussions.

Paragraph 4: She is not content with the draft Press
Statement at Annex A. With reference to the phrase
"its legal advice" in the second paragraph of that
Annex, the Prime Minister has commented that the
Government has no legal advice. It has legal advisers.
She would like the paragraph to be amended accordingly.

Paragraph 5: She believes that the material in Annex B
is too defensive and not appropriate. She believes too
that it will lead to calls for such statements to be
made in Parliament. In particular, she sees no reason
to admit in the material the point that the Government
brought the action before it had seen a copy of

Mr. Wright's manuscript.

Paragraph 8 of Annex B is too defensive.

Paragraph 7: The Prime Minister agrees that there
should be no dismissive statement. She has questioned
the reference in the second sentence that the judgement
would be based "... on the Government's admission for
the purposes of the case that the allegations in the
manuscript are true ...". She wonders whether a better
formulation is on the lines that our position was that
"even if the allegations were true ...".

Subject to these points the Prime Minister is content that
the draft Press Statement should be issued immediately after
the judgement. But she would like to see a revised draft
before any action is taken. She is content that a letter
should be sent to Mr. Greengross as soon as possible after
the judgement, mentioning prolongation of his undertakings
to the Court in Sydney.
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. I am sending copies of this minute to the Private
Secretaries to the members of OD(DIS) and to Mr. Mallaby.

N, LW

N.L. WICKS

9 March 1987
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. PRIME MINISTER

ALLEGATIONS ABOUT MR. GRAHAM MITCHELL, FORMERLY DEPUTY
DIRECTOR GENERAL OF THE SECURITY SERVICE

Those attending the meetlng are:
Lord President j sINEN
Home Secretary |
Solicitor General
Sir Robert Armstrong
Sir Brian Cubbon
Mr. Mallaby
Sir Antony Duff will have left for his Conference in New

Zealand and has asked that

should attend.

I suggest that the agenda for the meeting might be as follows:

1. Are we on safe ground in concluding that Mr. Mitchell was

never a Russian spy?

I suggest that you ask the Security Service
representatives to take you through the history of his
inveséiéﬁ%ion. You might press them on why the Security

Service has so changed its assessment on Mr. Mitchell

over the years.

What is the case for your making a Statement?

Bernard reports that the Sunday Lobby showed~llttle

1nterest in the Mltchell case. So at least as seen on

Friday nlght there I;“Hc great press interest or

Parliamentary pressure. The case for a statement seems

to rest on: ' i

= elearing the name of someone who cannot defend himself
S

- standing up in public for Mitchell's o0ld service who

probably will feel intensely frustrated about these

SECRET
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wild allegatlons and about their 1nab111ty to defend

nam—-" || T g——

themselves in publlc

dlscredltlng West and laying to rest any suspicions

that the Government put him up to write a book which

rubblshes the erght the51s—thgt—ﬁgills was a sSpy .

The case against a statement is:

- there must be an outside risk that some new evidence
will come to light casting doubt on anything you might
say in Mitchell's defence
it provides an unfortunate precedent; on future
occasions we may not want to respond to allegations
that someone has been a Russian spy

it would give undesirable publicity to West's book.

If there is to be a statement, when should it be made?
On the publication of West's book (whenever)? A day or

so after the Wright judgement?

How should the statement be made?

Not by a press notice (as happened with Lord Rothschild).
An oral statement provides scope for undesirable
gquestioning. A written answer looks best. This will
provoke demands from the Opposition for an oral

statement. These w1ll need’  to be re51sted

Are you content with the draft text at Annex A?
I suggest that the meeting goes through the text
paragraph by paragraph. Two general points on the text:
- it will need some amendment since it is drafted as an

——

oral rather than a written statement

wherever possible the text needs to distance you from
the events described with such devices as "I am
advised i hliorarlsam telds . ok

Some particular points on the paragraphs:

Paragraph 2 - the manuscript change assumes a statement

on the day of publication of West's book.

SECRET




Paragraph 6

Paragraph 7

Paragraph 8

SECRET
3

this is the first time that we will have
said in public that defector evidence tends
to confirm the concluggg; that neither
Hollis nor Mitchell were spies.

The last sentence seems to go over the top
somewhat and I have suggeéted in manuscript
a toning down.

This is a (well-deserved) attack on West
and will be seen as such. e

You might ask Sir Robert what led him to

amend the last sentence.

At a later stage the Chief Whip and Bernard should see the

text so as to advise on Parliamentary and press reaction

respectively. The Chancellor of the Duchy ought to have the

opportunity to comment on paragraph 8 with its implicit attack

on West.

I enclose for reference a copy of your Hollis statement.

Nt 1)

NIGEL WICKS

6 March 1987
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The Prime Minister (Mrs. Margaret Thatcher):
With permission, Mr. Speaker, I will make a statement
about the security implications of the book published today
that purports to give a detailed account of the
investigations into the penetration of the Security Service
and other parts of the public service that were undertaken
following the defection of Burgess and Maclean in 1951 .

The events into which those investigations were
inquiring began well over 40 years ago. Many of those
named or implicated in this book as having been the
subject of investigation have died. Others have long since
retired. None of them is still in the public service.

The extent of penetration was thoroughly investigated
after the defection of Burgess and Maclean. as, indeed, the
author of this book makes clear. The book contains no
information of security significance that is new to the
security authorities, and some of the material is inaccurate
or distorted. All the cases and individuals referred to have
been the subject of long and thorough investigation.

The investigations into the possibilities of past
penetration have inevitable extended widely. They have
covered not only those suspected of being guilty but all
those who could conceivably fit the often inconclusive
leads available. The fact that somebody has been the
subject of investigation does not necessarily, or even
generally, mean that he has been positively suspected.
Many people have had to be investigated simply in order
to eliminate them from the inquiry. ;

The results of the investigations into Philby and Blunt
are now well known. There were good reasons for
suspecting a few others, but as it was not possible to secure
evidence on which charges could be founded they were
required to resign or were moved to work where they had
no access to classified information. Many others were
eliminated from suspicion.

Apart from the main allegation, to which I will come,
I do not propose to comment on _the allegations and
insinuations in this book. Nor can I say which allegations
are unsubstantiated or untrue—as some certainly
are—since by doing so I should be implicitly indicating
those that were suspected of having a degree of substance.

I must, however, comment upon the grave allegation
that constitutes the main theme of the book—that the late
Sir Roger Hollis, director general of the Security Service
from 1956 to 1965, was an agent of the Russian
intelligence service.

The case for investigating Sir Roger Hollis was based
on certain leads that suggested, but did not prove, that
there had been a Russian intelligence service agent at a
relatively senior level in British counter-intelligence in the
last years of the war. None of these leads identified Sir
Roger Hollis, or pointed specifically or solely in his
direction. Each of them could also be taken as pointing to
Philby or Blunt. But Sir Roger Hollis was among those
that fitted some of them, and he was therefore
investigated.

The investigation took place after Sir Roger Hollis’s
retirement from the Security Service. It did not
¢ usively prove his innocence. Indeed, it is very often

ssible to prove innocence. That is why, in our law,
burden of proof is placed upon those who seek to
tablish guilt and not on those who defend innocence. But
» evidence was found that incriminated him. and the
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conclusion reached at the end of the investigation was that
he had not been an agent of the Russian intelligence
service.

This view was challenged, however, by a very few of
those concerned, and in July 1974, Lord Trend, the former
Secretary of the Cabinet, was asked to review in detail the
investigations that had taken place into the case of Sjr
Roger Hollis and to say whether they had been done in 3
proper and thorough manner, and whether in his view the
conclusions reached were justified. Lord Trend examined
the files and records and he discussed the case with many
of those concerned, including two people who considered
that the investigation should be reopened.

Mr. Pincher’s account of Lord Trend’s conclusiqns is
wrong. The book asserts that Lord Trend
“concluded that there was a strong prima facie case that MIS had

been deeply penetrated over many years by someone who was
not Blunt”,

and that he

“named Hollis as the likeliest suspect”.

Lord Trend said neither of those things, and nothing
resembling them. He reviewed the investigations of the
case and found that they had been carried out exhaustively
and objectively. He was satisfied that nothing had been
covered up. He agreed that none of the relevant leads
identified Sir Roger Hollis as an agent of the Russian
intelligence service, and that each of them could be
explained by reference to Philby or Blunt. Lord Trend did
not refer, as the book says he did, to

“the possibility that Hollis might have recruited unidentified
Soviet agents into MI5”.

Again, he said no such thing.

Lord Trend, with whom I have discussed the matter,
agreed with those who, although it was impossible to
prove the negative, concluded that-Sir Roger Hollis had
not been an agent of the Russian intelligence service.

I turn next to the arrangements for guarding against
penetration now and in the future.

All Departments and agencies of the Government,
especially those concerned with foreign and defence
policy and with national security, are targets for
penetration by hostile intelligence services. The Secrurity

| Service, with its responsibilities for countering espionage

and subversion, is a particularly attractive target. Recent
security successes, such as the expulsion of members of
the Russian intelligence service from this country in 1971,
would hardly have been achieved if the Security Service
had been penetrated.

The Security Service exercises constant vigilance not
only against the risk of current penetration but against the
possibility of hitherto undetected past penetration, which
might have continuing implications. But, however great
our confidence in the integrity and dedication of those now
serving in the Security Service, we need to make sure that
the arrangements for guarding against penetration are as
good as they possibly can be, both in this area and
throughout the public service.

Existing security procedures were introduced during
the years following the Second World War. Burgess,
Maclean. Philby and Blunt were all recruited by the
Russian intelligence service before the Second World War
and came into the public service either before or during the
war, well before existing security procedures were
introduced.

It was in 1948 that the then Prime Minister announced
the Government’s intention to bar Communists and
Fascists and their associates from employment in the
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public service in connection with w ork the nature of which
was vital to the security of the State. This led to the
introduction of what came to be known as the “purge
procedure™.

In 1952, the positive vetting procedure was instituted,
with the object of establishing the integrity of civil
servants employed on exceptionally secret work. In 1956,
it was publicly declared that character defects, as distinct
from Communist or Fascist sympathies or associations,
might affect a civil servant’s posting or promotion. In
1961, security procedures and practices in the public
service were reviewed by an independent committee under
the chairmanship of the late Lord Radcliffe.

The committee’s report, published in 1962, contained
an account of those procedures, and made various
recommendations for modifying them, which the
Government accepted. These procedures, as modified in
1962, are still in operation.

These arrangements have over the years substantially
reduced the vulnerability of the public service to the threat
of penetration and have served the interests of national
security well. But it is 20 years since they were last subject
to independent review. In that time the techniques of
penetration and the nature of the risks may have changed.
We need to make sure that our protective security
procedures have developed to take account of those
changes. I have therefore decided, after consultation with
the right hon. Gentleman the Leader of the Opposition, to
ask the Security Commission:

“To review the security procedures and practices currently
followed in the public service and to consider what, if any,
changes are required”.

These terms of reference will enable the Security
Commission to review, and to make recommendations as
appropriate, on the arrangements and procedures used in

Parts of the public service for the purposes of
feguarding information and activities involving national
%curity  against penetration by hostile intelligence
®rvices, and of excluding from appointments that give
¥cess to highly classified information both those with
illegiances thar they put above loyalty to their country and
hose who may for whatever reason be vulnerable to
Wempts to undermine their loyalty and to extort
fformation by pressure or blackmail.

There are difficult balances to be struck here between
Need to protect national security, the nature and cost
M the measures required to do so effectively, the need for
'{ﬁFiency' and economy in the public service, and the
“ividya] rights of members of the public service to

~S0nal freedom and privacy. The Security Commission
be able 1o consider how these balances ought to be
®uck in the circumstances of the present time, as it

UCts its review and prepares its recommendations. [t

! my intention to make its findings known to the
M‘SC in due course, to the extent that it is consistent with

*nal security to do so.
N conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I should like to emphasise
« 4gain that this statement arises out of a book that

Z With

: investigations of matters and events that
ued my
{

: Ny years ago. My concern is with the present

*o it the future. That is why I am asking the Security
“Tssion to undertake the review that I have described.

e Michael Foot (Ebbw_Vale)=~ATthough it is not

73 the custom Jo-maKe” statements to the House on
SUs.bdm sure that the right hon. Lady was right
7 this instance. The House and the country will
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be grateful to her for having done so. In different parts of
her statement she emphasised the fact that somé of the
material in the book is unsubstuntiated., untrue, dnaccurate
and distorted. That must be taken into account Andividuals
can be grossly misjudged and defamed by sdch material
People should take account of such mattery, whether they
are writing about the dead or the living. /

Some of the Newspaper reports inclgtfed material that,
in the right hon. Lady's words. whas “inaccurate or
distorted”, as if it were proven and unchallengeable. Such
reports could also lead to grave injuStices. In addition to
the extremely important security qug’s(ions involved, those
matters must be taken into account.

When the right hon. Lady puf the proposal to me that
we should have a commission of investigation, with the
suggested terms of reference. I thought that that was the
right course for the Govemml t and the House to take. I
certainly support it. I should Jike to call the attention both
of the House and of the righit hon. Lady to the statement
made by my right hon. Fyiend the Member for Cardiff,
South-East (Mr. Callaghg‘n). the previous leader of the
Labour Party. When th¢'se matters were debated in the
House on 21 .\'ovcmbe;f1979 he made a recommendation
to the Government concerning the appointment of an
inquiry. He did so ,;following the changes in security
arrangements that "f right hon. Friend the former Home
Secretary had mad¢ as a resuit of certain revelations.

My right hon. Friend the Member for Cardiff, South-
East proposed thét there should be an inquiry. He said:

“We could discuss how it were done, what its terms of
reference were afd who would conduct it. It would report back
on whether a; change were needed in relations berween
Ministers and fhe heads of the services, or whether Parliament
could be involved more, not in the decisions, but in the rules and

in the way in/which they were applied and observed”.—[Official
Report, 21 November 1979; Vol. 974, c. 511.]

the right hon. Lady will take into account all
my right/hon. Friend’s recommendations. I agree that the
ould be primarily concerned with the present and
the futire rather than the past. It is right that the House
adopt the recommendation that she has made and

inly hope that it will be adopred.
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10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWIA 2AA

From the Principal Private Secretary

MR. CLOKE
CABINET OFFICE

Business

The Prime Minister discussed this morning with Sir Robert
Armstrong your minute of 5 March which contained proposals
for Cabinet and Cabinet Committee meetings which she chairs
for the three weeks from Monday 9 March until Friday

27 March.

The Prime Minister told Sir Robert that she agreed with the

proposals set out in your minute.

The Prime Minister also discussed with Sir Robert the
arrangements for considering the Government's response to

Mr. Justice Powell's judgement in the Wright case, which was
now expected on Friday 13 March. If the judgement went in
the Government's favour, the ball would be in Wright's court.
But if the judgement went against the Government, the Prime
Minister believes that the Government should be in a position
to announce very quickly that it is making an application to
appeal. If the judgement were to be given on Friday

13 March, the Government should announce an intention to
appeal on Monday 16 March or at the very latest on Tuesday

17 March.
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The Prime Minister would be grateful if Sir Robert could put

in hand the necessary arrangements so that the announcement

about an appeal can be made, if necessary, according to this
timetable.

N.L. WICKS

6 March 1987
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10 DOWNING STREET

LONDON SWI1A 2AA

From the Principal Private Secretary

SIR ROBERT ARMSTRONG

THE PETER WRIGHT CASE: EFFORTS TO ARRANGE SERIALISATION IN
NORTH AMERICA
(OD(DIS) (87)50)

The Prime Minister has seen the note by the Secretaries which
suggests possible action vis a vis the UK parent company of
the possible US publisher involved in serialisation of

Wright's manuscript in North America.

Subject to the views of other Ministers, the Prime Minister

believes that the line of action described in paragraph 3(a)

in the note by officials should be followed. She believes
it important that the formal approach to the UK publishers,
described in that paragraph, should be made as soon as
possible, and preferably today. Such an approach can be
supplemented by a Minister approaching informally a senior
member of Pearson or Penguin to explain to them why the
Government feels it necessary for the Treasury Solicitor to
write. The Lord President has, I understand, undertaken to

talk to the Chairman of Pearsons in these terms.

I am sending a copy of this minute to the Private Secretaries
to members of OD(DIS) and to Mr. Mallaby.

N LW

N.L. WICKS
6 March 1987
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From the Principal Private Secretary

SIR ROBERT ARMSTRONG

NIGEL WEST'S ®"MOLEHUNT® SERIALISATION IN THE DAILY EXPRESS
(OD(DIS)(87)16)

The Prime Minister has seen the note by the Secretaries on
what further action might be taken against Mr. West, his
publishers or the Daily Express following the inclusion, in
the first instalment on 2 March of the Daily Express
serialisation, of four specific matters which West had agreed
to delete from the book.

The Prime Minister agrees, subject to the views of other
colleagues, with the course of action recommended by
officials in paragraph 5 of the note; and in particular that

the only practical course is to let matters rest.

I am sending a copy of this minute to the Private Secretaries
to the members of OD(DIS) and to Mr. Mallaby.

L

N.L. WICKS
6 March 1987
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Ref. A087/636 (V}:’

MR WICKS

I regret to have to report the arrest of a junior member of

the Security Service on a charge of theft.
e —

208 Earlier this month the Metropolitan Police discovered 36
government chairs in a shop in Catford. These were the majority
of a‘EBﬁETEEEEBt of 40_EEEI;; purchased by the Security Service
(under cover of theﬁqfaistry of Defence) in November 1986; four
of the chairs had apparently been sold by the shop. Police
inquiriesiledto the arrest of the ;;haging director. .efia fixm
of removal contractors used by the Security Service and of a
junio?—ﬁgﬁgg;_;f the Security Service responsible for furniture
supplies.

5 It 1s feared that this may not have been a single incident,

and that another member of the Service may be arrested on a

ROBERT ARMSTRONG

similar charge shortly.

5 March 1987
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Ref i A08 T /61T

MR W5QK§

Molehunt

I should be grateful if you would
substitute the attached sheet for the last
page of the draft statement attached as

Annex A to my minute of/A March (A087/614).

»

| R N A

RN
2 As you will see, I am suggesting a slight
change to the last sentence of the draft
statement after consultation with the Director

General of the Security Sexrvice.

5 I am sending copies of this minute and
the attachment to the Briviate Secretaries to
the Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary, the
Home Secretary, the Solicitor General and the

Director Generaltof the Security Service.

g Woeettar
(v"‘;-vb;-(cv Seet

ﬁ~‘ ROBERT ARMSTRONG
5 March 1987
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between fact and surmise, or between truth and
fabrication. This irresponsible campaign

discourages and damages a Service on whose skill,

efficiency and loyalty we with confidence rely for

the defence of our freedom.

SECABC
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. PRIME MINISTER

MOLEHUNT

The upshot of Sir Robert Armstrong's submission below is that
you should table a question tomorrow, for written answer on
Friday,about the allegations that Mr. Graham Mitchell was a

Russian spy. A draft of the answer is at annex A.

e —————————

There are two reasons why, in the light of these papers, I

would counsel some caution in proceeding so fast:

(i) Bernard tells me that he is under absolutely no

—

pressure from the press about Mitchell. There is no

interest in his case. The Sundays may be

interested, but we are nowhere near the state of

N ———e

interest evidenced before Christmas about

allegations concerning Lord Rothschild.

Annex D shows that in the early stages there was

considerable suspicion about Mitchell. ' Later

investigation apparentljifémééed that. The case is

not clear cut. There is therefore much to be said

for your having an opportunity to discuss these

papers with your colleagues, both to obtain their

judgement on the conclusion that Mitchell was not a

spy and on the need to make a statement.

o —————

; ; v
These considerations suggest that we should not hurry to table

a PQ tomorrow for answer on Friday. Rather, you should have a

tﬁgrough discussion with the colleagues concerned (perhaps on

Monday morning). This would still allow a question to be
St I
tabled on Monday for answer on Tuesday. The only risk here is
P SSS— 5 : h\
that your answer, if you decided to make one, could be

overtaken by Mr. Justice Powell's judgement. On balance, I

think that risk worth running.
W‘A.—_, e

Agree therefore to no written answer on Friday and an early

meeting with the possibility of an answer on Tuesday? I

SECRET
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suggest that the following should be invited to any meeting -
Lord President, Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary, Home
Secretary, Solicitor General, DGSS and Sir Robert Armstrong.

Agree?

U 2
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N.L. WICKS ﬂﬁf
4 March 1987
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Ref. A087/614

PRIME MINISTER

Molehunt

With my minute of 2 March (Ref. A087/595) I submitted
briefing, to be used in case you were asked during the course of
Question Time on Tuesday 3 March to comment on the allegations
that Mr Graham Mitchell, formerly Deputy Director General of the
Security Service, had been a Russian spy, which were being made
in the extracts in the Daily Express from Nigel West's new book,
Molehunt.

2: You decided that you would not wish to make any substantive
comment on those allegations by way of answer to a supplementary
question; but you said that you would be prepared to consider

the possibility of making a fuller statement in some other form

on a suitable occasion. Before doing so, you would wish to have

an opportunity of satisfying yourself as fully as possible about

the validity of anything which it was suggested you might say in

—

such éﬁstatement.

3. Your general practice is of course not to comment on
stories and allegations about security and intelligence matters.

The case for departing from that practice in this instance is:

you have previously made statements about individuals
accused of being Russian spies, either to deny that
they were (Hollis and Rothschild) or to confirm that

they were (@}unt and Long);

SECRET
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the allegation that Mr Mitchell was a Russian spy is
hardly less serious than the allegation that Sir Roger
Hoilis~;;;_g—gg§7_§1ven that Mr Mitchell was Deputy
Director General of the Security Service when Sir

Roger Hollis was Director General;

Mr Mitchell was investigated as thoroughly as
Sir Roger Hollis, and the conclusion reached was that

b et it

he had not been an agent of the Russian Intelligence

—

Service. Mr Mitchell was informed of that conclusion.
4, If you were to make such a statement, it would provide an
opportunity for you, if you wished, to deal with two other

matters:

the defector evidence which has come to light since
your statement about Hollis in March 1981, all of
which confirms the conclusion that neither Hollis nor

Mitchell was a spy;

the irresponsibility of those who publish
unsubstantiated allegations about penetration of the
Security Service, and thus damage the Service's

effectiveness.

b3 During my evidence in the Peter Wright case in Sydney, I
was asked whether new evidence since your statement in March
1981, and particularly defector evidence, had thrown any further
light on the charges about Hollis. I gave evidence in very
general terms to the effect that there was defector evidence

et

which confirmed the conclusion that Hollis was not a spy. I was

not pressed on the matter, no doubt because it did not suit
Mr Turnbull's thesis that the point should be elaborated. But,

on instructions from London, I gave that evidence in camera.

SECRET
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6. The Solicitor General, in his minute of 3 March, has
advised that you would be justified in coming out now with a
statement that on past and present information we have firmly

concluded that nelther Mltchell nor HOlllS was a spy. He

believes that the yield from a statement whlch referred to the

defector ev1dence, made before Mr Justice Powell's judgment,
'-:-——"’f-——_——_ e ——————

warrants the risk of any adverse conclusions in Australia. I

think that themgeint he has made is a policy point rather than a

legal p01nt It may be that we should not technically be in

contempt of court if you referred to the defector evidence in a

statement. There is perhaps a danger that, if you do so before

the judgment, Mr Turnbull will feel free, or will ask the

court's leave, to publish some of Mr Wright's in camera evidence

- some of which we should not want to see pugidehedgi You will

wish to consider whether it is worth runnlng that risk.

7/ I attach as Annex A a draft of a statement which you might

make. The draft has been agreed with the departments and
agencies concerned. The draft refers in paragraphs 6 and 7 to

the defector evidence.

81 If you were going to make a statement, it would be
necessary to consider when and in what form you should make it.
In considering this, yga—;ill want to have regard to the fact
that Mr Justice Powell's judgment is expected within the next

ten days or so, and that that will probably be followed by the

issue of a number of books, by Mr Turnbull and Mr Greengrass,

Mr David Hooper (Heinemann's solicitor) and by an Australian
investigative journalist. We think that, if you put off a
statement until ifter the judgment, there would be a risk of the
statement being drowned in the qoise created by the judgment and

perhaps by the subsequent books. It would also be advantageous

towlink. the stateﬁent as closely as possible with the

publication in the Daily Express of the extracts from Molehunt,
so that the statement was seen in that context.
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9. You would want to consider whether to make the statement by
way of an oral statement or by way of a written answer to an
arranged Parliamentary Question. There are precedents for both:
you made oral statements about Blunt and Hollis, you gave a
written answer about Long, and of course you issued a press
statement about Lord Rothschild. On balance, officials consider
that, if the statement is to be made before the judgment, it
would be safer to make it in a way which does not involve you in
getting drawn into supplementary questions and answers. We
should therefore recommend a written answer to an arranged

Parliamentary Question.

10. It will be possible to put down the Question on Thursday 5
March, for answer on Friday 6 March. That would enable your
statement to be got out before the Sunday newspapers chewed over
extracts from Molehunt. The alternative is to put down the

Question on Monday 9 March and answer it on Tuesday 10 March

(publishing the answer at 4.00 pm after your oral questions).

The advantage of this course would be that there would be more
time for you to get the statement into whatever form you wanted
and to satisfy yourself that it could be fully validated. The
disadvantage would be that you would miss the Sunday newspapers
this weekend, and that you could conceivably be overtaken by

Mr Justice Powell's judgment; and your statement would then be
rather further distanced from the publication of the extracts
from Molehunt.

11. On balance, therefore, we recommend putting down an
arranged Question on Thursday 5 March for answer on Friday 6
March.

122 I attach:

as Annex B, a note by the Security Service on information
suggesting penetration of the Security Service;
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as Annex C, a note by the Security Service on defector

information about penetration of British special services;

as Annex D, a note by the Security Service on the

investigation of Mr Graham Mitchell.

13. I am sending copies of this minute and the Annexes to the

Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary, the Home Secretary, the

Solicitor General and the Director General of the Security

R

Service.

ROBERT ARMSTRONG
4 March 1987
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DRAFT STATEMENT

As the House knows, I have followed, and
intend to continue to follow, the general practice
of successive Governments not to comment in the
House or elsewhere on security and intelligence
matters and neither to confirm nor to deny stories

and allegations on such matters.

2t Nonetheless, I thought it right in March 1981
to make a statement about allegations concerning

Sir Roger Hollis, a former Director General of the
Security Service, and I think it right again today

to make a statement about allegations made about

Mr Graham Mltchell who wa? Slr Roger Hollis' s

X )“-ﬂ" S b

deputy, 1n extracts from a forthcomlng book whlch /

have been published in a newspaper this week.»

5S¢ In my statement on 26 March 1981, I told the
House that there had been a thorough and objective
investigation of Sir Roger Hollis, at the end of
which the conclusion reached was that he had not

been an agent of the Russian Intelligence Service.

~
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4. The allegations against Mr Mitchell are not

new. I can now tell the House that Mr Mitchell was
oty
no less thoroughly and objectively investigated,

and the conclusion of that investigation also was

that he too had not been an agent of the Russian

Intelligence Service. Mr Mitchell was informed of

this conclusion.

5 As in the case of Sir Roger Hollis, that was
also the conclusion reached by Lord Trend after he

had reviewed the investigation of both men.

6. I am advised that no new evidence which would
tend to invalidate those conclusions has come to
notice since my statement in March 198l1. 1Indeed,
since that time, a number of important Russian
Intelligence officers, both KGB and GRU, have
defected to the West, and the information which
they have provided has given a reliable insight
into Russian intelligence records and the attitudes
of senior Russian Intelligence officers to
allegations of espionage which have been given
currency in this country. What they have told us
has confirmed the conclusions that neither

Sir Roger Hollis nor Mr Mitchell was a spy.
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Nor has there been any suggestion that there was

any other hitherto undetected spy.

TFA The Russian Intelligence officers to whom I
have referred have also told us about the
satisfaction derived by their Services from the
allegations made in the West about Sir Roger

Hollis. It is clear that the Russian Intelligence
Services consider that the publicity given to those :

allegations has served Soviet purposes better than

anything which they themselves could have

7
8. The House will join me in deplorinb the
[
conduct of those who make a living amiduzzzeems-out
waa i a*MA
of paradlngléllegatlons about dlstlngulshed public

arranged.

servants who cannot defend themselves. We should -

should be grateful for the dignity and patience

with which their families have endured these J70Lu_

accusations.

In these last few months we hawe seen a

sustained—campategn of vilification of the Security

Wit i el

Service, based on sensational and umrsubstantiated

—

|
f
allegations, in which no distinctijn is drawn

|
|
\
1
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between fact and surmise, or between truth and
g______——_‘ ————
fabrication This irresponsible campaign

discourages and damages a Serv1ce on whose skill, i
tefoie
efficiency and we Jrely fo he defence of

our freedom.

il e

)@ S

N e
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SEGRET
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ROYAL COURTS OF JUSTICE
LONDON, WC2A 2LL

01-936-6407

PRIME MINISTER

GRAHAM RUSSELL MITCHELL
bl 4
I have seen a copy of Sir Robert Armstrong's minute of 2 ‘March to
Nigel Wicks with alternative drafts, A and B, attached,dealing with the position
of Sir Roger Hollis and Graham Mitchell.

I understand that consideration was given earlier to a statement along the
lines that it would be inappropriate to comment on these matters while the
Peter Wright proceedings were continuing in Australia. I do not think we are
obliged to be so inhibited when dealing with the publication of extracts in the

Daily Express from Molehunt.

Although the position of Hollis, and to a lesser extent of Mitchell, is a
matter in issue in the proceedings in Australia, I think that you would be
justified in coming out now with a statement that on past and present
information we have firmly concluded that neither Mitchell nor Hollis was a SpYy.
I would not regard this as a contempt of the New South Wales court. It would
be justifiably occasioned by this latest publication if made at once. 1 Could not

o S

rule out the possibility that the judge would be critical of you for speakmg out

g now on the subject; but you could no doubt bear that phllosophlcally

There can be no doubt it would be safer not to mention the defectors,

-

since we asked and secured that evidence about them in the New South Wales

proceedings should be given in camera. Sir Robert Armstong's advice is

without question prudent. But it seems to me it is high time we were seen

making some runs in this match, for more than one reason; and the defectors'

account of how pleased their Services were by the allegatlons made against

Holhs 1s worth a century. The chances are that we shall get an adverse

Judgment from Powell, J., vividly expressed, followed by some free-hitting

comment by Turnbull I believe the yield from a statement in draft A terms,

made very soon, warrants the risk of any adverse consequence in Austraha.
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I am copying this to the Home Secretary and to Sir Robert Armstrong, the

Director General of the Security Service and the Treasury Solicitor.

3 March 1987
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With the Compliments
of

PRIVATE SECRETARY

3 MARCH

LORD ADVOCATE'S CHAMBERS
FIELDEN HOUSE

10 GREAT COLLEGE STREET
LONDON SWIP 3SL

Telephone: Direct Line 01-212 0100
Switchboard 01-212 7676
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Lord Advocate's Chambers
Fielden House

10 Great College Street
London SWIP 3SL

Telephone Direct Line 01-212
Switchboard O1-212 7676
Sir Robert Armstrong GCB CVO
Secretary of the Cabinet
and Head of the Home Civil Service
Cabinet Office
70 Whitehall
LONDON SW1A 2AS 3 March 1987

boue i e,

I am grateful to the Prime Minister for agreeing to my participation in the
work of OD(DIS). As you appreciate, the problems with which the Sub-Committee
deals may originate from either side of the border and it is frequently
necessary to consider whether parallel action is required in the English and
Scottish courts.

I am also grateful to you for enabling my Legal Secretary to participate in the
work of the Official Sub-Committee.

Copied to the Prime Minister and other members of the Sub-Committee.

Youus Ruteet]
PR

CAMERON OF LOCHBROOM
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Privy CounciL OFFICE

WHITEHALL. LONDON SWIA 2AT

< March 1987

OD(DIS)87)9:  WALLACE AND HOLROYD ., ,

- QJTTIOL
Nigel Wicks wrote to John Howe on February, referring to the Prime Minister's
understanding that the Treasury and Civil Service Select Committee might be about to open
enquiries into Wallace and Holroyd's allegations, and expressed the Prime Minister's request
that the Lord Privy Seal should urg<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>