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RECORD OF A MEETING HELD IN
CONFERENCE ROOM A, CABINET OFFICE
ON MONDAY 8 DECEMBER 1986 at 10.45 am
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The Group considered developments in the Peter Wright case, other books
or drafts written by former members of the intelligence agencies, and

television programmes about national security.
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ii. The State of Play in Sydney and Cross-Examination of Peter Weight.

In discussion, the following points were made -
a. Mr Wright had begun his examination.

b. Cross-examination of Mr Wright by Mr Simos needed to be
carefully considered. Mr Simos believed that he had all the
factual information he needed for his closing address and was

anxious in cross-examination not to provide Mr Wright with an
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opportunity to make assertions or give opinions which could not be
challenged. The prime need was to win the case and it was for

Mr Simos to decide the best tactics to achieve that. On the other
had, the cross-examination would provide the first opportunity to
make points and to refute allegations by the defence which had
previously gone unchallenged. The Treasury Solicitor had already
made clear to Mr Simos the political need not to allow Mr Wright to
escape cross-examination. Mr Simos should now be instructed that,
subject to the need not tomejudice any part of our case, Mr Wright
should be comprehensively and rigorously but courtecusly cross-examined
on the points listed in paragraph 3 A-D of Sydney telegram No 018

of / December (copy attached), regardless of whether they were
covered in Mr Wright's affidavit. This instruction should

alsc make a statement that the Government did not accept Mr Wright's
assertion that the Prime Minister's statements on Professcr Blunt

and Sir Roger Hollis in 1979 and 1981 were misleading.

11i. Counsel's Opinion of the Prosepct in the Appeal Court Hearing

on Discovery

Mr Simos had provided a summary of his opinion on the chances of a
successful appear on discovery. His view was that in relation to the
existing appeal there were reascnable prospects of success in respect of
all material covered by the PII claim, but there might be some residue
in the documents left which would not be covered by PII. If the
defendants reduced the material they sought to parts of documents not
covered by PII, which they had gone a long way towards doing in their
latest proposal (see iv below), the prospects of a successful appeal
would be very poor or non-existent, with the exception of document Bl

ana its enclosure,

lv. Mr Turnbull's latest proposal on discovery of documents.

Mr Turnbull in a letter daged 9 (sic) December had set out new proposals
for the production of documents. He had said that the only documents
or parts of documents the defence wished to see were those relating to
the extent to which the material in Mr Wright's book had been previously
published, and those which showed the extent to which the Government had

acquiesced inor authorised the publication of the earlier beoks and
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television programmes to which the documents referred. In the case

of documents for which PII had been claimed, Mr Turnbull would be

satisfied with admissions as to fact by the Government or summaries

by the judge of the substance of the documents.

In discussion, the following points were made -

a. Mr Simos, bearing in mind his opinion on our chances in
appealing on the PII claim (see iii above), believed that we

should take up Mr Turnbull's proposal.

b. A positive response would have to be very carefully framed.

As far as possible we should provide admissions of fact rather than
the documents themselves, and these should contain the minimum
amount of information necessary. It was guite possible that

Mr Turnbull would not be satisfied with the sort of admissions

we might be prepared to provide, but the fact that we had responsed

to his offer would strengthen our position in the Appeal Court.

c. There was a danger that a positive response would undermine
cur position of principle not to discover documents; or that
replies which indicated that information sought by Mr Turnbull
was not contained in the documents would recpen the guestion of
the scope of the documents to be disclosed. These points would

need to be considered carefully.

Prospects in the Peter Wright Case.

&, If agreement was reached on the documents, the main case

might be finished by 19 December. If the judgement went against

us the earliest the case must be heard in the New Scuth Wales

Appeal Court would be in February or March, and perhaps not until

May. A hearing before the Australian High Court, if it were necessary,
might not take place before the summer or autumn of 1987. It would

be risky for the Government to respond to criticism or to make any
other public statements onthe case until the proceedings were finally

concluded.
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b. If the case threatened to continue for several months longer,
it was possible that Mr Wright or his publishers would abandon their
efforts to have the book published in Australia and switch to the
United States,; or the Irish Republic, or another country. It would
be helpful to have a note describing the prospects of action to
prevent publication elsewhere, either by seeking an injunction in the
country concerned or by action against Mr Wright in the Australian
courts to enforce their existing injunction. The note should also
address the possibility of Government action to prevent the
distribution in the United Kingdom of a book published elsewhere

in the world.
= The involvement of Mr Paul Greengrass in Mr Wright's boock and
in the case should be investigated. As co-author of the book he

might be in breach of the Official Secrets Act.

vi. "One Girl's wWar"by Joan Miller

In discussion it was pointed cut that the ex-parte injunction against the
United Kingdom distributors of One Girl's War and against two booksellers
remained in force. It was important to maintain the injunction. The
Government should not withdraw in the face of publication in the Irish
REPubl;;; nor would it be sufficient to take steps to prevent any

financial gain from the book in the United Kingdom.

vii. Other Books, Articles and Television Programmes about Security and

Intelligence Service Activities

In discussion, the following points were made -

He had a publisher, but was keeping cleosely in touch
with the Government about his plans. He had been told not to publish
and had undertaken to take no action and to make no comments at

least until the Wright case was over. The contents of the chapters
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he had shown officials were innocuous and if the whole book was
similarly innocuous there might be grounds for authorising
publication, perhaps through the Treasury Solicitor. 1In the
meantime, however, the Treasury Solicitor should write a letter

warning him formally not to publish any unauthorised book.

b. Officials were aware of several other former members of the
security and intelligence services who planned to publish books or
articles; and Duncan Campbell was planning a television programme
called "The Secret Society". It would be helpful to have conspectus

of all such material.

THE HOME SECRETARY, summing up the discussion, said that Mr Simos should be
instructed to cross-examine Mr Wright as agreed in discussion, and to reject

Mr Wright's allegation about the Prime Minister's statements about

Professor Blunt and Sir Roger Hellis. As regards Mr Turnbull's offer on
discovery, officials should prepare for Ministerial consideration a draft
response to Mr Turnbull, including any documents which we might agree should

be discovered and draft admissions in relation to other documents. In addition,
officials should provide notes for Ministersonoptions for action to prevent
publication of Mr Wright's book elsewhere in the world and to stop the
distribution of the book in the United Kingdom; and opn other forthcoming

books, articles or programmes about which we had been consulted or were otherwise

THIS IS A COPY. THE ORIC: 4! * |
Cabinet Office :;TAI-NED UNDEH SE(:TI(J:1
10 December 1986 ﬂF THE PUBLIC HECOHEL_hL_

Those present
Mr Wicks - No 10
Sir Celin Figures
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MINISTERIAL GROUP ON THE PETER WRIGHT CASE

Fourth Meeting

CORRIGENDUM
Page 2, line 11
Delete "telegram Mo 0l8"
Substitute "telegram No 019"
ADDENDUM

The telegram referred to on page 2 is attached

=

Cabinet Office

11 December 198&
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