10 DOWNING STREET

THE PRIME MINISTER 8 October 1984
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Following the recent Granada TV programme, Mr. Peter

i

Wright sent you a copy of his memorandum on the allegations
against Sir Roger Hollis and their implications, and you
agreed to make a copy of the memorandum available for study
by the security authorities here.

That study has now been undertaken, and its results
have been submitted to me.

You will obviously not expect me to comment in detail
upon it in this letter. 1 can say, however, that both
Mr, Wright's thesis and the "evidence" adduced in support of
it are basically the same as in Mr. Chapman Pincher's book
"Their Trade is Treachery". Furthermore, his memorandum
contains many factual inaccuracies. Many of the inferences
he seeks do not follow from the material on which he seeks
to base them. And he seems to shift his ground from one
utterance to the next., It is, of course, eight years since
he was officially concerned with these matters, and his
account indicates that there were gaps in his information
even then.

None of those known to havelbeen Soviet agents
since the Second World War were members of the Security
Service, A few people believe, like Mr. Wright, that there
is evidence that the Security Service was penetrated at a
senior level at least until 1965, and that the available




information points in the direction of Sir Roger Hollis,
Many others, who have taken a more responsible attitude
towards their obligations of confidentiality but have had no
less access to the relevant material, take an opposite view
with no less conviction. They do not agree that there is
evidence to prove that the Security Service has been
penetrated since the Second World War, they are sure that
Hollis was not a Soviet agent, and they think that there is
not a shred of justification in Mr, Wright's material for
the view that he was. They regard Mr. Wright's case as
nothing but circumstantial innuendo completely unsupported

by factual evidence.

Because it is usually impossible to prove a negative, 1t
has not been possible to dispose conclusively of the
allegation that ﬁir Roger Hollis was a Soviet agent. But
the whole matter has been the subject of exhaustive investigation,
inguiry and review over many years. There 1is nothing in
Mr. Wright's memorandum, or in any of the various statements
which Mr. Wright has made to the press, which would lead me to
withdraw or alter anything that I said in the statement I made
in the House of Commons on 26 March 1981, following the
publication of Mr. Pincher's book. I do not believe that any
further ingquiry could offer any prospect of further clarifica-
tion, let alone certainty, unless some totally new information
were to become available.

Given my responsibilities for security and intelligence,
I must also have regard for the need to maintain the
effectiveness of the Security Service its primary role of
safegquarding national security. The activities of Mr. Wright
and one or two other former members of the security and
intelligence services are, to say the least, unhelpful and
damaging to morale. It would not be right for me toc impose on
the Service the additional burden and distraction that a
further inquiry would entail, unless there were some very good
reason (which there is not) to believe that it would serve a




useful purpose. In a matter of this kind there has to come a
time for finality, to draw a line at the bottom of the account

and close it. In my view that time has now come in respect of

the Hollis allegations.

So much for the past. We have, of course, to ensure, as
I said in the House in March 1981, that the arrangements for
guarding against penetration are as good as they can possibly
be, both in the area of the security and intelligence services
and throughout the public service. These arrangements are
kept constantly under review. They were comprehensively
reviewed and strengthened in 1962; and again in 1982, with a
review by the Security Commission and implementation of its
recommendations. Further changes were made in the light of
the Prime case, again following a report by the Security
Commission. Bettaney's attempt to enlist as a Soviet agent
was fortunately frustrated before any serious damage could be
done; but the circumstances of that case are also being
reviewed by the Security Commission, who will be able to say
whether there should be further modifications of recruitment,
personnel management or protective security procedures in the
Security Service.

In addition to these general arrangements for guarding
against penetration, we have special standing arrangements
for reviewing all available information concerning threats of
penetration in the security and intelligence services. You
will not expect me to go into detail about these arrangements,
but they include an element of regular oversight from outside
the services as well as the use of specialist analytical and

investigative capacity within them,

I do not believe that any wider system of external
monitoring would be appropriate in this field, or indeed
possible without in some degree putting at risk the security
which the services are there to protect. The security and
intelligence services are accountable to Ministers. In




various statements in the House I have set out the

arrangements for accountability in some detail, and my

colleagues and I who have special responsibilities in these
matters take those responsibilities very seriously. It
remains my view that this accountability to Ministers,
together with the arrangements for guarding against
penetration and the provisions for review of particular
breaches of security by the Security Commission, strike the
right balance between the need for those services to operate

in secrecy and the importance of guarding against the risks of

penetration.
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Sir Anthony Kershaw, MC, MP.
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Fellowing the recent Granada TV pr?éramme, Mr. Peter
Wright sent you a copy of his memoranddm on the allegations
against Sir Roger Hollis and their ipiplications, and you
agreed to make a copy of the memorahdum available for study
by the security authorities here,

That study has now been dertaken, and its results

have been submitted to me.

You will obwviously ngt expect me to comment in detail
upon it in this letter. /I can say, however, that both
Mr. Wright's thesis and the "evidence" adduced in support of
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Sir Roger Hollis. %here—mare Hany uthers]who have taken a
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which Mr. Wright has made to the press, which would lead me to
withdraw or altey anything that I said in the statement I made
in the House of Commons on 26 March 1981, following the
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serve a useful purpose. In a matter of this kind there has
to come a time for finality, to draw a line at the bottom of
the account and close it. In my view that time has now come
in respect of the Hollis allegations.

Tha pronl new 1f L enswss,
So much for the past. Dt—miéLé—ha—aaid_tbatT—E¢an—é§—ﬂe

: riofied—il I e ; ] S i ; 113
was—nmet—a-Soviet agent, even if there is no evidence that the-

ea -

make gwre that the farrangements for guarding against

penetration are ag good as they can possibly be, both in the
area of the security and intelligence services and throughout
the public servige,

These arrapgements are kept constantly under review.

They were compyehensively reviewed and strengthened in 1962;
and again in 1p82, with a review by the Security Commission
and implementation of its recommendations. Further changes
were made in fhe light of the Prime case, again following a
report by the| Security Commission. Bettaney's attempt to

enlist as a Joviet agent was fortunately frustrated before any

serious damage could be done; v4 s the circumstances
of that case|are ngh being reviewed by the Security
Commission, ﬁhu will be able to say whether there should be
further modifications of recruitment, personnel management or

protective security procedures in the Security Service,
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threats of penetration in the security and intelligence
services, ¥You will not expect me to go into detail about
these arrangements, but they include an element of regular
oversight from outside the services as well as the use of
specialist analytical and investigative capacity within them.




I do not believe that any wider system of external
monitoring would be appropriate in this field, or indeed
possible without in some degree putting at risk the security
which the services/are there to protect, The security and
intelligence services are accountable to Ministers. In
various statements in the House I have set out the
arrangements fgor accountability in some detail, and F—cmm=
assure—you—emat my colleagues and I who have special
responsibilities in these matters take those responsibilities
very seriously. It remains my view that this accountability
to Ministers, together with the arrangements for guarding
against penetration and the provisions for review of
particular breaches of security by the Security Commission,
strike the right balance between the need for those services
to operate in secrecy and the importance of guarding against
the risks of penetration.

Sir Anthony Kershaw, MC, MP.
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Following the recent Granada TV programme, Mr. Peter
Wright sent you a copy of his memorandum on the allegations

against Sir Roger Hollis and their implications, and you
agreed to make a copy of the memorandum available for study

by the security authorities here.

That study has now been undertaken, and its results

have been submitted to me.

You will ocbviously not expect me to comment in detail
upon it in this letter. I can say, however, that both
Mr. Wright's thesis and the "evidence" adduced in support of
it are basically the same as in Mr. Chapman Pincher's book
"Their Trade is Treachery". Furthermore, his memorandum
contains many factual inaccuracies. +t—is—alse—elear—that
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material, wke take an opposite view with no less conviction.
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Security Service has been penetrated since ehe—end—ef the
Second World War, they are infziiﬁaubt that Heollis was not a
Soviet agent, and they think that there is not a shred of
justification in Mr. Wright's material for the view that he
was. They regard Mr. Wright's case as nothing but circum-
stantial innuendo completely unsupported by factual evidence.
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whole matter has been the subject of exhaustive investigation,
inguiry and review over many years. There is nothing in

Mr. Wright's memorandum, or in any of the various statements
which Mr. Wright has made to the press, which would lead me to
withdraw or alter anything that I said in the statement I made
in the House of Commons on 26 March 1981, following the
publication of Mr. Pincher's book. I do not believe that any
further inguiry could offer any prospect of further clarifica-
tion, let alone certainty, unless some totally new information
were to become available.
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services are, to say the least ef—i#, unhelpful iwm—this—rogasd
and damaging to morale. It would not be right for me to
impose on the Service the additional burden and distraction
that a further inguiry would entail, unless there were some

very good reason (which there is not) to believe that it would




serve a useful purpose. In a matter of this kind there has
to come a time for finality, to draw a line at the bottom of
the account and close i1t. In my view that time has now come
in respect of the Hollis allegations.
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i , a5 I said in the House in March 1981,
make sure that the arrangements for guarding against
penetration are as good as they can possibly be, both in the
area of the security and intelligence services and throughout

the public serviii;f

(These arrangements are kept constantly under review.

They were comprehensively reviewed and strengthened in 1962:
and again in 1982, with a review by the Security Commission
and implementation of its recommendations. Further changes
were made in the light of the Prime case, again following a
report by the Security Commission. Bettaney's attempt to
enlist as a Soviet agent was fortunately frustrated before any
serious damage could be done; H&Hﬂ—éﬁg—*tﬁs the circumstances
of that case are ;E;-being reviewed by the Security
Commission, who will be able to say whether there should be
further modifications of recruitment, personnel management or

protective security procedures in the Security Service.
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, . : i~ Vi Af
against penetration, we have Epecla%Lgrrangements for
ghder—econtinvous—reviaw all available information concerning
threats of penetration in the security and intelligence
services. You will not expect me to go into detail about
these arrangements, but they include an element of regular
oversight from outside the services as well as the use of
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I do not believe that any wider system of external
monitoring would be appropriate in this field, or indeed
possible without in some degree putting at risk the security
which the services are there to protect. The security and
intelligence services are accountable to Ministers. In
various statements in the House I have set out the
arrangements for accountability in some detail, and F—eaw
Assureyou-that my colleagues and I who have special
responsibilities in these matters take those responsibilities
very seriously. It remains my view that this accountability
to Ministers, together with the arrangements for guarding
against penetration and the provisions for review of
particular breaches of security by the Security Commission,
strike the right balance between the need for those services
to operate in secrecy and the importance of guarding against
the risks of penetration.

Sir Anthony Kershaw, MC, MP.
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Principal Private Secretary

SIR ROBERT ARMSTRONG

Security Service: Mr. Peter Wright's Allegations

The Prime Minister has now signed the letter to
Sir Anthony Kershaw and it has been delivered to his office.
Sir Anthony Kershaw is away until the beginning of next
week. I have told his secretary that we will not be giving
any publicity to the letter in the meantime but that, if
we are asked whether the Prime Minister has sent comments
on Mr. Wright's memorandum to Sir Anthony Kershaw, our
Press QOffice will confirm that she has.

I am copying this minute and attachment to Mr. Tavlor
(Home Office).

feer.

8 October 1984




PRIME MINISTER

SECURITY SERVICE: MR. PETER WRIGHT'S ALLEGATIONS

I have made amendments, which I have cleared with Sir Robert

e — — e e

Armstrong and the Home qffice, to meet your comments on the
letter to Sir Anthony Kershaw. I have also cut out

o —
e

repetition where I could.

A revised version of the letter is attached for your
signature, if you agree, The draft, showing the amendments
made to meet your point, is at Flag A.

Fenr.

4 October 1984




Ref. A084/2620

MR BUTLER

Security Service: Mr Peter Wright's Allepgations

F A o B M s e LY e ETE Y

R I e T

I am content with your redraft of the third paragraph of
the letter to Sir Anthony Kershaw.

2 I have recast your first sentence of the fourth paragraph.
I have also inserted a reference to the Second World War further
down the paragraph.

D'e I propose two minor drafting alterations in the first
sentence of the sixth paragraph and the second sentence of the
seventh paragraph.

4. These changes incorporate suggestions from the Home Office.

- The letter is now, therefore, clear to issue.

Aferoccd by
ROBERT ARMSTRONG

LB b-..-l:-nﬂ- Lo A ke
3 October 1984
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THE PRIME MINISTER
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Following the recent Granada TV programme, Mr. Peter
Wright sent you a copy of his memorandum on the allegations
against Sir Roger Hollis and their implications, and you
agreed to make a copy of the memorandum available for study

by the security authorities here.

That study has now been undertaken, and its results
have been submitted to me.

You will obviously not expect me to comment in detail
upon it in this letter. I can say, however, that both
Mr. Wright's thesis and the "evidence" adduced in support
of it are basically the same as in Mr. Chapman Pincher's
book "Their Trade is Treachery". Furthermore, his
memorandum contains many factual inaccuracies., Many of the
inferences he seeks to make ac not follow from the material
on which he seeks to base them. And he seems to shift his
ground from one utterance to the next. It is, of course,
eight years since he was officially concerned with these
matters, and his account indicates that there were gaps in
his information even then. -ﬂﬁlﬂll
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a senior level at least until 1965, and that the available




information points in the direction of Sir Roger Hollis.
Many others, who have taken a more responsible attitude
towards their obligations of confidentiality but have had no
less access to the relevant material, take an opposite view
with no less conviction. They do not agree that there ig
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evidence to prove that the Security Service was penetraﬁa?kﬁw
they are sure that Hollis was not a Soviet agent, and they 4
think that there is not a shred of justification in

Mr. Wright's material for the view that he was. They regard
Mr. Wright's case as nothing but circumstantial innuendo

completely unsupported by factual evidence.

Because 1t is usually impossible to prove a negative, it
has not been possible to dispose conclusively of the
allegation that Sir Roger Hollis was a Soviet agent. But
the whole matter has been the subject of exhaustive investigation,
ingquiry and review over many years. There is nothing in
Mr. Wright's memorandum, or in any of the various statements
which Mr. Wright has made to the press, which would lead me to
withdraw or alter anything that I said in the statement I made
in the House of Commons on 26 March 1981, following the
publication of Mr. Pincher's boock. I do not believe that any
further inquiry could offer any prospect of further clarifica-
tion, let alone certainty, unless some totally new information
were to become available.

Given my responsibilities for security and intelligence,
I must alsoc_ have,regard for the need to maintain =& ln-c
effective:ﬁgﬁ‘%ﬁ&“ﬁmary role of safeguarding national
security. The activities of Mr. Wright and one or two other
former members of the security and intelligence services are,
to say the least,unhelpful and damaging to morale. It would
not be right for me toc impose on the Service the additional
burden and distraction of a further inguiry, unless there were

some very good reason (which there is not) to believe that it

would serve a useful purpose. In a matter of this kind there




has to come a time for finality, to draw a line at the bottom
of the account and close it. In my view that time has now
come in respect of the Hollis allegations.
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So much for the past. ol W to ensure,
as I said in the House in March 1981, that the arrangements
for guarding against penetration are as good as they can
possibly be, both in the area of the security and intelligence
services and throughout the public service. These
arrangements are kept constantly under review. They were
comprehensively reviewed and strengthened in 1962; and again
in 1982, with a review by the Security Commission and
implementation of its recommendations. Further changes were
made in the light of the Prime case, again feollowing a report
by the Security Commission. PBettaney's attempt to enlist as a
Soviet agent was fortunately frustrated before any serious
damage could be done; but the circumstances of that case are
also being reviewed by the Security Commission, who will be
able to say whether there should be further modifications of
recruitment, personnel management or protective security
procedures in the Security Service.

In addition to these general arrangements for guarding
against penetration, we have special standing arrangements
for reviewing all available information concerning threats of
penetration in the security and intelligence services. You
will not expect me to go into detail about these arrangements,
but they include an element of regular oversight from outside
the services as well as the use of specialist analytical and
investigative capacity within them.

I do not believe that any wider system of external
monitoring would be appropriate in this field, or indeed
possible without in some degree putting at risk the security
which the services are there to protect. The security and
intelligence services are accountable to Ministers, In
various statements in the House I have set out the




arrangements for accountability in some detail, and my
colleagues and I who have special responsibilities in these
matters take those responsibilities very seriously. It
remains my view that this accountability to Ministers,
together with the arrangements for guarding against
penetration and the provisions for review of particular
breaches of security by the Security Commission, strike the
right balance between the need for those services to operate

in secrecy and the importance of guarding against the risks of
penetration.

Sir Anthony Kershaw, MC, MP.
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Following the recent Granada TV programme, Mr. Peter
Wright sent you a copy of his memorandum on the allegations
against Sir Roger Hollis and their implications, and you
agreed to make a copy of the memorandum available for study
by the security authorities here.

That study has now been undertaken, and its results
have been submitted to me.

You will obviously not expect me to comment in detail
upon it in this letter, I can say, however, that both
Mr. Wright's thesis and the "evidence" adduced in support
of it are basically the same as in Mr, Chapman Pincher's
book "Their Trade is Treachery". Furthermore, his
memorandum contains many factual i1naccuracies. Many of the
inferences he seeks to make do not follow from the material
on which he seeks to base them. And he seems to shift his
ground from one utterance to the next. It is, of course,
elght years since he was officially concerned with these
matters, and his account indicates that there were gaps in
his information even then.

Of the people revealed as traitors to this country in
the post-war period, none were members of the Security
Service. A few people believe, like Mr. Wright, that there
is evidence that the Security Service was also penetrated at
a senior level at least until 1965, and that the available




information points in the direction of Sir Roger Hollis.
Many others, who have taken a more responsible attitude
towards their obligations of confidentiality but have had no
less access to the relevant material, take an opposite view
with no less conviction., They do not agree that there is
evidence to prove that the Security Service was penetrated
they are sure that Hollis was not a Soviet agent, and they
think that there is not a shred of justification in

Mr. Wright's material for the view that he was. They regard
Mr. Wright's case as nothing but circumstantial innuendo
completely unsupported by factual evidence,

Because 1t 1s usually impossible to prove a negative, it
has not been possible to dispose conclusively of the
allegation that Sir Roger Hollis was a Soviet agent. But
the whole matter has been the subject of exhaustive investigation,
inguiry and review over many years. There is nothing in
Mr. Wright's memorandum, or in any of the various statements
which Mr. Wright has made to the press, which would lead me to
withdraw or alter anything that I said in the statement I made
in the House of Commons on 26 March 1981, following the
publication of Mr. Pincher's book. I do not believe that any
further inguiry could offer any prospect of further clarifica-
tion, let alone certainty, unless some totally new information
were to become available.

Given my responsibilities for security and intelligence,
I must also have regard for the need to maintain its
effectiveness in its primary role of safeqguarding national
security. The activities of Mr, Wright and one or two other
former members of the security and intelligence services are,
to say the least,unhelpful and damaging to morale. It would
not be right for me to impose on the Service the additicnal
burden and distraction of a further inguiry, unless there were
some very good reason (which there is not) to believe that it
would serve a useful purpose., 1In a matter of this kind there




has to come a time for finality, to draw a line at the bottom
of the account and close it., In my view that time has now
come in respect of the Heollis allegations.

So much for the past. The priority now is to ensure,
as I said in the House in March 1981, that the arrangements
for guarding against penetration are as good as they can
possibly be, both in the area of the security and intelligence
services and throughout the public service. These
arrangements are Kept constantly under review. They were
comprehensively reviewed and strengthened in 1962; and again
in 1982, with a review by the Security Commission and
implementation of its recommendations. Further changes were
made in the light of the Prime case, again following a report
by the Security Commission. Bettaney's attempt to enlist as a
Soviet agent was fortunately frustrated before any serious
damage could be done; but the circumstances of that case are
also being reviewed by the Security Commission, who will be
able to say whether there should be further modifications of
recruitment, personnel management or protective security
procedures in the Security Service.

In addition to these general arrangements for guarding
against penetration, we have special standing arrangements
for reviewing all available information concerning threats of
penetration in the security and intelligence services. You
will not expect me to go into detail about these arrangements,
but they include an element of regular oversight from outside
the services as well as the use of specialist analytical and
investigative capacity within them.

I do not believe that any wider system of external
monitoring would be appropriate in this field, or indeed
possible without in some degree putting at risk the security
which the services are there to protect, The security and
intelligence services are accountable to Ministers, In
various statements in the House I have set out the




arrangements for accountability in some detail, and my
colleagues and I who have special responsibilities in these
matters take those responsibilities very seriously. It
remains my view that this accountability to Ministers,
together with the arrangements for guarding against
penetration and the provisions for review of particular
breaches of security by the Security Commission, strike the
right balance between the need for those services to operate
in secrecy and the importance of guarding against the risks of
penetration.

Sir Anthony Kershaw, MC, MP.




