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COMMITTEE OFFICE

HOUSE OF COMMONS

LONDON SWIA 0AA
0l-219 Direct Line
01-219 3000 ‘Switchboard!

DEFENCE COMMITTEE

ORDER OF BUSINESS FOR THE MEETING OF THE COMMITTEE
ON VEDNESDAY 12 APRIL 1989 AT 1030 IN COMMITTEE ROOX 16

1. VESTLAND

Mr Douglas and Mr McFall have given notice of their wish to raise this
matter. Mr McFall has given notice of his wish to move for a further
meeting of the Committee if the time on Vednesday morning is
insufficient for a full discussion.

[ attach the appropriate part of the transcript of the Channel 4
programme concerned, together with part of the transcript of the uncut

interview from which Sir Leon's remarks were taken, and the note on the
1986 evidence which was circulated last week,

2. POSSIBLE VISIT TO HUNGARY

Mr George wishes to raise the possibility of a Committee visit to
Hungary.

4. ANY OTHER BUSINESS

3. EVIDENCE OF DECOMMISSIONING OF NUCLEAR SUBMARINES
The Brief for this hearing is attached.

{‘li*ll'llll*iilili{iiiii{iiiii*i{ililii*{il*ii‘li{ii!lii{i*!llil‘ll!‘li**‘l*’i

[ attach a copy of the latest version of the Committee's programme.

‘li'li‘l'llI'{*l"l*l{‘l*l‘l*l<l'l{'l'l*lll‘l'li'lll'l"li"ll‘l'll"l‘l'l'l*l'l'l"l‘l'l'l-liilil{l‘lili‘l‘l*‘l‘l‘l‘l‘ll

ROBERT ROGERS
Clerk of the Committee

10th April 1989
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"FOURTH REPORT FROM THE -

consider is whether the fact that the Solicitor-General has written

and the opinion he has expressed should come into the public
L domam and 1f SO wher.her that should be in gcncral or specrﬁc

terms.’ DR B ;

My i mquxry suggests that therc was no adwcc hc [the Sccretary B2 o

of State] was presented with the issue and asked for a decision ;

Those who heard this call and who took part in it have said it was <
“put to him—and I think the phrase was ‘deadpan’.?: G e

“The Secretary of State responded that he thought it should go

into the public domain and that it should be done in specific

terms but that No.10, the Prime Minister’s office, should be

consulted”.’ :

The Prime Mlmster has told the House that this conversation took place at
about 1.30 p.m.* Sir Robert Armstrong told us that the conversation took place
at “quarter past, twenty past one, something around about that time; it is 1mpos-
sible to say exact Umes but near cnough"5

147. The anc Mxmster told the Housc that Mr Brittan -/

. “asked his officials to discuss with my office whether the dxsclo-
«..sure should be made, and, if so, whether it should be made from-
‘- No.10 Downing Street, as he said he would prefer. He made 1t
 clear that, subject to the agreement of my office, he was giving

« ;. authority for the disclosure to be made from the Department of -
¢ Trade and Industry, if it was not made from 10 Downing Street” §

Mr Brittan told us “I would partrcularly stress, 1t all had to be subject to thc £

- agreement of No.10.”” Although Sir Robert Armstrong’s inquiry found that Mr

Brittan probably did not use the words “subject to the agreemem of” he ncvcnhc- o

3 l&ss used words wmch were taken to mean that s

. 148 Although Mr Bnttan took the view that the fdct that thc Sohcxtor—Gcncral

had wnttcn as well as the oplmon he expressed should be brought into the public
domain’, he did not express a view about the method of disclosure. Sir Robert
Armstrong doubted whether he was consulted about the precise method.'®

149. Mr Brittan has made clear his view that the officials in the DTT acted with
his full authority. “They are not to be blamed”, he told the House.'' He said in
evidence to us: :

. “I accept fully responsibility for what was done and would not ..
suggest for a single moment that my instructions were anything R 222
other than followed™.'? “.. . I accept full responsibility for what - -
my officials did, not Just in some formal constitutional sense but -**

S Q0.
v Q.1222.

3Q.1190.
.~ “Official Report, 23 January 1986, col. 450.
. Q119%0. e

¢Official Report, 23 hnuary 1986, col. l50
. 'Q.933. ~

1Q.1196.
+ %Q.868; see also Qs 1191, 1236, 1239, 1259.
19Qs 1195, 1237, 1260, 1261
: "Official Repon, 27 fanuary 1986, col 671.
12Q.933.
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.Nothxng:could be clearer, From the pomt of wcw of his i mquxry, Sir Roberti

Armstrong considered that authomy for the dxsclosurc was gwen by thc Secretary :
of State for Trade and Industry ; ; 5

;],.* 1,‘3:‘ rf{ m.\‘fz?.t\}_;a ey

150. Mr Brittan then went back to his luncheon and Mr Mogg telcphoncd Mr : 5

Powcll at Downing Street. This conversation was shortly followed by a conversa-

: tmn between Mr Bernard Ingham Chief Press Secrctary at No.10 Dowmng
3 Strect, and Miss Bowe at the DTIL.’ Mr Mogg's first concern, as it had been Mr

] Bnttan s, must have been to convey to the Prime Minister’s office Mr Bmtan 'S

. view that he would prefer the disclosure of the letter to come from No.10.* This
- was understandable, given that what was proposed was to publish a classified

. document originated by another Minister. It should be noted that if Mr Brittan’s
~ preference had been observed by the officials at No.10, Mr Brittan’s authority
“would not have been needed. It would have been a matter entirely for the Prime:
_Minister’s office, If they had had to make the disclosure, they mnght have con-

: sultcd the anc Mmlstcr who was m No 10 at thc nme.s o

_ lSL Thc'boﬂicxals at No. 10 rcfused to make the dxsclosurc Snr Robert Arm
: strong told us, ‘@’ trifle “euphemistically,” that Mr Ingham ‘and 'Mr® PowclI
“accepted” that the DTI should make the disclosure’. It is evident to us that the
3 DTI officials were told that a disclosure from Downing Street was out of the.

‘;;-', qust!on. They kncw that the letter contained advice froma Law Officer; they'

knew that it was classified. Its’ disclosure without the knowledge of the Mxmster_{ 3
"‘conccrned—pameularly by the means that were then agreed betwcen thc two;
joﬂiws—-would be a wholly i 1mpropcr coursc of acno g :

Mr B{x}tt.m i said to the Housq. Fakay e !I"; L

vl acccpt that the dxsclosure of that mformanon—urgcnt and
3t T‘r‘j important as it was—should not have takcn placc in that way;” :

- "and [ profoundly rcgrct that it happcned

st I NG o R R s P R A Sl & .f"”

152, Mr Brittan was emphatic about the need for the anc Mxmstcr s oﬂicc
to approvc the dxsclosurc' “I would pamcularly stress, it all had to be subject to -

the agreement ‘of No. 107, When it is the agreement of the Prime Minister that °

" is required in this unequivocal way—whether directly or through officials who Mr l"

Brittan might reasonably have expected to have acted only with her explicit or-.

lmphed authority—the authority or a Secretary of State is subordinate. The fact -

*: is that Mr Brittan could not actually give authority “subject to the agreement of

No. 107, but he could make a recommendation that the information should be
d1$closed subject to the approval of No. 10. If that approval were to be forthcom-
 ing, his direct authority would be required for the disclosure to be handled by his
- Department if that was what the Prime Minister wanted. This direct authority his *
officials MM received. They also bchcved that thcy had rcccxvcd from No
10 approval for the dxsclosurc. ,’i‘w” RIS L . ¥

\..‘
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Qs 1191, 1236. l239 1259
Qs 1284-1287. /545085

b Q ll99md1298. .f “c

<% 7Q1190; se also Q1297. "
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: : ’, & 153 The dxsclosure of the mfonnanon now bemme the partxcular concern of i3
~ Mr Ingham as the principal information officer of the Government. He spoke on il
: the telephonc to Mrss Bowe shortly after Mr Mogg had talked to Mr Powell

= " 154. The Cabinet Secretary told us that what took place in the tclephone mlls
between the DTI and No. 10 Downing Street was, in Sir Robert’s elegant phrase, - >
“a difference of understanding”™ about exactly what was bcmg sought and what o
was being given’. He told us that he was ok

“absolutely clear that officials in No. 10 dxd not behcve from the

" conversations, that they were being asked to convey an
agreement on whxch the Secretary of State’s authority was
conditional™.

Yet Mr Brittan had particularly stressed to Mr Mogg that his authority was
indeed given on condition that No. 10 agreed. It is not impossible that four
extremely able officials in key positions would have been capable of identical
misunderstandings of this sort in two separate telephone conversations. But it is
far more likely that Mr Ingham realised very well that what was being sought was
not agreement but authority for the disclosure, the authority of No. 10 and so of

_the Prime Minister, and this he refused to countenance. It seems likely that he . 7; )
thought that if the Secretary of State for Trade and Industry wished to see the' 7

Solicitor-General’s letter in the public domain, and had said that if it was not

released from No. 10 it mrght be released from the DT, then it was up to the DTI - ‘7 5y
to get on with it. Since the “agreement” of No. 10 was, in the very strictest sense, :’?? S

meamngless, Mr Bnnan s condxuon could be 1gnored

155, Sir Robert Armstrong said chamably That it s the Fact that e DTI was
the sponsoring Department for Westland “that led to No. 10 saying that the . %

disclosure should be made by the DTI™. It will be recalled that this was the
reason given as to why the Prime Minister asked Mr Bnnan to consult the
* Solicitor-General about Mr Heseltine’s letter of 3 January’. As far as the disclo-
sure -of the Solicitor-General’s letter was concerned, however, Mr Ingham
undoubtedly realised the implication of what was about to take place and wished
to distance No. 10 and the Prime Minister from the consequences.

The method of disclosure

156. The method of disclosure that was adopted, the unattributable communi-
cation of tendentious extracts from the letter, was disreputable. Both the Prime
Minister® and Mr Brittan’ agreed that the method of disclosure was wrong and
regretted that it had been done in that way. We have noted that Mr Bnnan did
not express a view about the method of dxsclosure that was to be adopted

i 157 Sir Robert Armstrong’s evidence rndxcated that the rnethod of dlsclosure
“:7"“was agreed in the telephone call betv ‘een Mr Ingham and Miss Bowe Sir Robert
also told us: .

'Q.1299.

2Q.1288.

Q.1318.

‘Q.1228. !

. %See paragraph 134.

‘Official Repont, 23 January 1986, col. 450 and 27 January 1986, col. 656.

'Official Repon, 27 January 1986, col. 671.

%ee paragraph 148 and Official Report, 23 January 1986, col. 450.
.1299. s
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¢ also in the sense that [ am not suggesting that vt‘h;)f: went in any
< 2+ way beyond what I authorised them to do.”' i S
Nothing could be clearer. From the point of view of his inquiry, Sir Robert -
Armstrong considered that authozrity for the disclosure was given by the Secretary -
€ . of State for Trade and Industry.” .-/ 2 e
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& Hc rcfused to tcll :
~ould enable him to .

A applm to advice glvcn by one of the Law Officers mdmdually as
. well as to advice given by the Law Officers collectively and it is
b "equally applicable to advice given by the Scottish Law Officers or. /%
e % ; “ 5. 2805 one of them. The rule prohibits not only express reference to. 3‘
ots - were - released .. % siu i < advice given by the Law Officers but also indirect reference, e.g:;
ry did not want to A SNTRE S 197 by such phrases as ‘the ‘advice that has been given'at the very -
an one Government highest level’ or ‘the Government have been advised’: The rule -
accurately rcported applm to all situations and is therefore the basis of the instruc-
‘dulity was as sorely - nons given to Ministers and oﬂicxals appearing before Commu-
deand Industryand 0% o ot
ributably about the ; = - . i . “answer quesnons about advice given by the Law Officers: see, for
ae is to judge by the == g examplc what is said in paragraph 31 of the Memomndum of
State for Defenceto =« - A Guxdancc for Ofﬁcxals appcanng beforc Select Commmces.
Jart the Ministry of - i PGB
licity. We make no ) That Mcmorandum of Gmdancc says
. The objective of -~ : ~" " “There should not be disclosed to a Commmcc any adee that
ce without accepting "' may have been given by the Law Officers. There is a well estab- - -
A e S e lished convention that the advice which Law Officers give to- - -

i R R - . Ministers is confidential. It is only when Law Officers expressly
mgz:?eltvegsg::é e - %=, authorise the disclosure of that advice, or themselves report to or
cariseser v SU LU TS KBRS adv1$e Parhamcnt ora Commmee that such adv1cc s rcvcalcd”:'

l72 Mr Bnttan a Qucen s CounscL would have been awan: of thc sﬁédal
conﬁdcnuahty of Law Oﬁiccrs adwcc. ‘I'he Sccrctary of the Cab nct saxd ‘of Mr

? “. po 5 ail Y, --,.. Y FHn _A—: 5 - . = = .: r‘_, ¥
-nt “the unauthonsed ) e - ; 7 P y ; S5 i" g&

* of the nation”. The s e
‘ the Law Officers have” - e Solicitor-General’s letter and to the dlscouncsy or 1mpropnety or iy

mtegory of privacy., unwmdzom of it bexng dxscloscd from hlS Departmcnt l do not
hcntor-Gena'al saJd : The five oﬂicxals ‘could be’ cxpected 10 know that the advice of a Law Otﬁccr
; = fact that the = ; S P “should in no circumstances have been disclosed without his consent. Some of the 4
* se may not be : ;e oveiw oo officials concerned told Sir Robert Armstrong that they had had reservations =
atent: of such ; Hh KA . about disclosing a letter from the Solicitor-General, though the cwdcnoc to his
1ant L e <“wew - inquiry did not suggest that any voiced these reservations at the time.” Asked ° a2
o6 v'w.. g “%e: denn, Whether he would have expected the people he mtcmcwed to regard the leak.mg
; 1 R _ of the letter as an improper act, Sir Robert said: = -5 53 ;
nts de the attention .. 27 Tt ol 1 GEE e, “I wish that they had had that consideration in thcu' mmds Some
ﬁt\ﬂcc- tsoat:i\}il Allgllgt ; i o of them, I thmk did; some of them Ithmk, dxd not BEEA
artmen ce in the 2 L et
B o e e _ 2 Was the propriety of tbe action questxoned" SR e 3
ith the express . = ;- . o 173.. The Prime Minister told the House,’ and the Sccretary of the Cabmet told
aybodyoutside | .. == - . [ yg that the officials in the DTI were confident that they had the authority of their
cers have given = - - o ok Sccretary of State and ‘cover’—whatever that may mean—from No.10.” ‘Cover’
13:;)’ :x'dx‘;“g:fn?:: Vi oy B ”,r is_used in dxstmcnon to_ ‘authority’. The only authority given was that of

:“» 'Memorandum of Guidance for Officials giving ewdcncc befor: Selec1 Commmea (GEN
%cpnmnent. 16 May 1980 panmph 31. g
191, W :
SEvidence, ”252_ 4 R e
Qll7s . ™, »‘.; L e
Official Rtpon 23 hnua.ry l986 col 450
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. the Secretary of State for Trade and Industry. We do not believe that such
authority is sufficient, or would be regarded by senior officials in key positions as -
suﬁ;ieqt,' to make public pal_'t_S__of_g 9OCIlment A P R T

S which was classified;

SR AR T

—; ‘which did not origixigte‘ in the Secretnry of Stgig"s_ own de‘ﬁmmelnt; 3

3 iﬁvhichi contamed the idvicéipf a Law Officer; 0"

— “which was to be disclosed without the knowledge or penmssxon of the ;f.j:‘ e

PAST 3¢

S s LayyﬁOﬁcer."' ; L7 : =
S 174, It app]:ars that one of the officials concerned, stsBowe, did have doubts -

.. about the propriety of what was to be done. The Secretary of the Cabinet told us =
2y that Miss Bowe considered three individuals whom she could consult.' She ~

“wwould have liked to talk to the Permanent Head of the
* Department [of Trade and Industry, Sir Brian Hayes], but she
knew he was not in the Department; he was out of London and she
could not, therefore, do so, so she shared her burden with the other
officials directly associated with the matter and they made up their
+ minds to proceed™ s i Ee s it s ARt _
The Principal Establishment Officer of the Department was not available to
- consult; and the third of the officials mentioned above we take to be Mr Michell, .

- who was the most senior official involved in the disclosure of the letter and who was .4 -

present at the time.’ Sir Robert Armstrong suggested that if the officials concerned =

- had had ‘thc opportunity tg consult Sir Brian Hayes matters might have been
FRES RSN e Sl ER I O N T el Y

I re sl 5 o S e

175; ‘ eﬁ'cct of sclcc'ti\‘/ély féleaéiﬁg.thvc Solicitor-General’s letter was 10 .

\undcrminc the credibility of the advice which Mr Heseltine had given to Lloyds

"’ Merchant Bank and of Mr Heseltine himself. On the evidence before us, Mr & ik

Heseltine’s advice was correct,” although™ in” terms “of the “‘conventions . Of i+
Government it was improperly offered. Only by releasing the information -
unattributably could the disclosure be limited to those parts of the letter that -
damaged Mr Heseltine. Any formal statement by the Government or by the DTI »o0 .
* alone would have had to have been cleared with the Solicitor-General. Evenifhe '

had agreed to the publication of his advice there is no doubt whatever that he would
have required that any statement made clear the basis on which he reached his
decisions, and the reservations on his advice. He knew when he wrote that Mr
Heseltine was confident that the MoD possessed information which would

demonstrate that the letter of 3 January was justified. . SIS e

176. We have heard a great deal about the alleged importance and urgency of
getting the Solicitor-General's view, expressed in his letter of 6 January, into the
public domain. However, as Mr Heseltine pointed out to us,’ neither on Saturday -
4 January, nor on Sunday 5 January, nor at any time thereafter was he asked to
correct” what he said in his letter to Mr Horne on 3 January. “The
Solicitor-General knew from the moment he spoke to me at 10.30 on the
. Saturday night that I believed 1 had further evidence to satisfy him. He stressed

©1Q.1326. s “ s : G5 g e

" 1Q.1324; See also Q.2000. I e Hae st Vg ST
" SEvidence, page 252, paragraph 10); Q.1326; Q.1998. 7 e
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" 7. THE SPECTRE of the political

% row in 1986 over the future of *

7% the Westland helicopter com- 3

<. pany was reawakened yester-

-~ day - following . a television =

% interview given by Sir Leon”

... Brittan, one of two Cabinet <

; o e e e
iz« Sir Leon says in a Channel 4 -
.. television documentary on Mrs .
.- Margaret Thatcher, the Prime -
" Minister, that two of her key -
officials - had ~ specifically
«+ authorised his leak of extracts
- from a confidential letter sent
by Sir Patrick Mayhew, then §
- Solicitor-General, to Mr Mich- .
ael Heseltine, who at the time %
was Defence Secretary. ‘i 7
Mr Bernard Ingham, the
Prime Minister’s press secre-
tary and Mr Charles Powell,
her private secretary, had
approved the document’s o
release to the Press Associa- o sl
. tion, Sir Leon says in the inter- . London by
- view which will be screened
* tomorrow evening.': *% %< . The naming of the two offi- 4
2 After a flurry of contacts | cials - government statements -
> With government ministers last - in the past have implied,
- night,: Sir Leon, who is now ’ rather than explicitly referred
~ Britain's senior Commissioner ™ to, their involvement - x
at the European Community’s - brought immediate calls from
Brussels’ headquarters, - said « opposition parties for a fresh

s

. 3 B

Mr Mikhail

«+ that the comments had add
% hothing to his previous state-. ” statement from Mrs Thatcher
< ments on the affair,/5*37 5" on the two officials’ cond-
- 7. It was also being pointed out " yct. T~ ot A S
by Conservatives at Westmin- . Mr Heseltine, who fought - .

., ster that the television inter- " and eventually lost - a major
;. view had been recorded before :; battle with Sir Leon over:
«. the start of the year. There was
clear concern among senior’
ministers, however, that the

- timing of the interview could
overshadow this week’s visit to

F R R Tt

should find a European or an
American partner, was also
forced to resign during the
Tow. ; S

¥ o
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Leon Brittan: officials authorised le@g of * W
pouth denﬁalie;t:r‘ﬁntto “l?yefence Secx. - .- He adds that he was present
3 »"."'u;,i?"‘ by e o R b - S AT e !
Gorba- - < The two resignations and the | the details of
; chev, the Soviet leader. ;% %:¥: admission that the Prime Min- % by the Cabinet

throughout, however, that she :{ comments had

ed : inquiry into the affair and for a 5 A 8
* had not been involved. A com-  situation}&ias

: whether the ailing company

said that Mrs Thatcher should
now tell parliament if what Sir
Leon had said was correct, "% .
« It it was true, the Prime Min- . ;
ister should exp!
first learned of ‘the officials’ '
involvement. SRR
%5+ Mr® Paddy " Ashdown, the * '
. leader of the Social and Liberal .
5 Democrats, said that the “dark -
# secrets” of Westland were now
-« being unravelled and it was
vital that important constitu-
,tional . issues . were ﬂé,‘openly. :
&"g*.ﬂ". % S

3

los

- Jesolved. " =88 3 M & 4 g,
%<~ In the programme, The
Thatcher Factor, Lord Havers, :
" the then Attorney General, -
4 - says of Sir Leon: “I could not
¢ ~ believe that a QC who was a
¢ Cabinet minister would in fact
authorise a leak of that sort
when the whole of the rules .-
 forbade it.”-s s Eii e o

W d TG PSR  d s

BN when Mrs Thatcher was given P
an investigation '
ister’s office had approved the - she had been visibly B\lrrrised
leak of the letter sent to Mr by circumstances of the leak.

* Heseltine turned what started 5 Mr Tam Da.lg . the Labour
0

as a minor internal dispute ~MP for Linlithgow who has
into a front-ranking political . waged a long campaign for a’
crisis. sty “. '+ further inquiry into the. West-i -
~ Mrs ? Thatcher ' insisted 1 land row; said that Sir Leon's~ -
transformed the

e A

mittee of MPs investigating the ;' He had said something never ..

¢ affair concluded that the leak * said before by a major insider ' -

“ in the affair and if the allega. - -
ing Street but did not name the : tions were correct the two offi- - -
officials involved, iis<:s wsiic clals should be sacked.§# v

" Yesterday the Prime Minis- ~* Mr Heseltine said yesterday
ter’s office said it would not that he had made a full state- .
comment on the latest inter- - ment at the time on his réle in
view but Mr John Smith, the affair and he did not pro- .
Labour’s shadow Chancellor, pose to add to it now. ;&

had been authorised by Down-
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THE WESTLAND affair was
back on the political agenda
last night with members of the
Commons Defence Select
Committee seeking to reopen
their inquiry into the events
which led to the resignation of
two Cabinet Ministers.

Sir Leon Brittan broke his
three-year silence on the Cabi-
pet battle over the future of
Westland helicopters — which
led to his resignation as a Minis-
ter — accusing two senior
Downing Street officials of play-
ing a vital role in the leak of a
confidential letter from the then
Solicitor General, Sir Patrick
Mayhew, to Mr Heseltine, then

In the letter, Sir Patric
accused Mr Heseltine of putting
forward ‘‘material inaccura-
cies” about the implications of
the Westland takeover, ;& =

Passages from the letter were
leaked to the Press Associa-
‘tion’s chief political correspon-
dent, Chris Moncrieff. . -

Sir Leon, now an EEC Com-
! missioner, said that the leak
was. made with the ‘“express
approval’’ of two of Mrs

Downing St double— P19

Thatcher’s closest aides, Mr
Bernard Ingham, her press sec-
retary, and Mr Charles Powell,
one of her private secretaries.
Last night there were indica-
tions that both men, and the for-
mer Cabinet Secretary, Lord
Annstrong —who carried out
Downing Street’s inquiry into
the leak —would be called by
the all-party Commons Defence
Select Committee, which con-
ducted the original inquiry into

the crisis. = .

BTk o i o, >

Sir Leon's comments, in a |

Channel 4 documentary, The
Thatcher Factor, to be broad-
cast tomorrow night, go consid-
erably further than Mrs
Thatcher’s own version of

hea. e

events in a Commons debate in
January, 1986, when she said
that the leak followed a “genu.
. 1ne - misunderstanding’’
between officials at Downing
Street and the Department of

= Trade.. s 2%

“ In the Channel 4 interview Sir
Leon says: ““The release of the

_ Solicitor General’s letter was

- something that was approved by
Ch:rles Powell, the relevant pri-
vate i

Mr Bernard Ingham, the Prime
Minister's press secretary. :

2% “As I made clear at the tin'lle..'
there would have been no ques- .

tion of the release of that docu- |

- ment without that express

approval from No 10.” i,

But as MPs' interest in the
1986 drama was re-ignited,
neither Downing Street nor Mr

Continued on Back Page

Heseltine would be drawn into
commenting. ;

Sir Leon's decision to answer
the questions about the West-
land affair on television, which
he had ducked .during the
Defence Committee hearings in
January, 1986, astonished MPs.

Last night Mr John Smith, the
Shadow Chancellor, called for a
full statement on the affair from
Mrs Thatcher. =700 o
" Mr Heseltine, as Defence
Secretary, had vigorously
opposed a bid by the American-
IJoSikorsky-Fiat interests for
Westland. That bid was backed
by Sir Leon and Mrs Thatcher,
while Mr Heseltine favoured a
bid by a European consortium.

It was the controversy sur-
rounding the leak of Sir Patrick
Mayhew’s letter, and the role of
Downing Street, which posed
the greatest threat to Mrs
Thatcher, rather than the resig-
nations of two members of her
Cabinet. 2 :

In the highly-charged debate,
in which some MPs believed
Mrs Thatcher's own political
future hung in the balance, the
Prime Minister admitted that
Mr Powell and Mr Ingham had
agreed to the leak. -

She also expressed regret at
the manner in which it was
carried out. But neither man
was allowed to give evidence to
the Defence Committee.

carried out with the express
Leon has gone further than Mrs

Thatcher in her statement to
MPs, and Lord Armstrong in his

evidence to the committee.

secretary = ati
No 10, and it was approved by ’

Last night Dr John Gilbert,
Labour MP for Dudley East, and
Lord Armstrong's fiercest

inquisitor at the original .7 = &
Defence Committee hearings, '~ ' :
said: I am sure that Mr Powell

and Mr Ingham would not have
done anything unless they were

sure they bad the Prime Minis- .~

ter’s backing forit.”

Mr Paddy Ashdown, leader of -
the Democrats, said that Sir 5
Leon’s intervention had led to et Wia
:hke.unnvelling of the whole . ;

aw., .

.Yestérdéﬁ: ‘as Westminster R
digested the implications of Sir -

Leon's comments, Mr Tam

Dalyell, who has fought a lone. " *
crusade on the affair, claimed , -

that Sir Leon’s intervention
showed that Mrs Thatcher had
lied to the Commons.

He also called for Mr Ingham
and Mr Powell to be sacked.

He asked: “Is it right that civil
servants paid by the taxpayer
who have done anything so
improper as to abuse a law offi-
cer's letter should remain in
such powerful posts?"* ;

By insisting that the leak was :
approval of Downing Street, Sir -
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SIR LEON BRITTAN, the for-
_mer Sccretary of State for Trade

o g
5N

and Industry, has directly blamed g%,
Downing Street for giving its “ex- ;..
K;css approval” for a leak, which

argaret i Thatcher " privately

feared could bring her down at
_the height of the Westland affair.

«4 The leak was designed to dam<

age Michael Heseltine, the then
Secretary of State for Defence,

¥

n

“responsible for the leak before -

)

when he was in conflict with the

Prime Minister and Sir Leon. '

rect responsibility for the leaking

In a Channel 4 programme on
her 10 years in power, Sir Leon
makes it clear for the first time
that he was acting on the approval
given from Number 10 by Bernard
Ingham, the Prime Minister's

press secretary, and Charles Pow- .

ell, her private secretary, . i 0%
The disclosure led to immedi-
ate calls by John Smith, the La-’

% closure in the programme to be
“ Mrs Thatcher has escaped di- s i
__kindle the controversy, which, she
of a confidential letter by the So-
licitor General in January; 1986,

__the Solicitor

,.she was forccd by the Law _Offi-

w

s, sSome senior Tory MPs regarded
-, his departure as a sacrifice to pro-
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““ By Colin Brown " &
.. Political Correspondent -

5
wrd

1S to order a leak inquiry. %43 %
Sir_ Leon " resigned _after. the -
leak, but opposition leaders and -

tect the Prime Minister. His dis-

screened tomorrow is likely to re-
confided to close friends, forced
her to contemplate resignation.
Sir Leon says: “The release of
eneral’s letter was
something which was approved by
Charles Powell, the private secre- .
tary at Number 10, and it was ap-
proved by Bernard Ingham, the
Prime Minister’s press secretary.
As I made clear at the time, there
was no question of the release of:
that document without that ex-

s No 10 of
stland leak

Al RNe AL piAr o5
T,

, gone before.” it i
28
.fr{
 the voters and it is bound to get
.., Subsumed in the coverage sur-
#, rounding the Gorbachev visit.”

2y

~ter's Questions in the Commons.

- However,;

oo d

run back to Downing Street.”

PR R e Y T T
“It's further than he has
gy .A.l‘i*:rv"ij'»""&'
+ One Cabinet minister said: “It
has never been a real issuc with

said:

/. Mrs Thatcher will avoid being
put on the spot today. Because of
the visit by the Soviet leader, she
will not be taking Prime Minis-

opposition * party
leaders will use the disclosure to
intensify their attacks on Mrs
Thatcher’s alleged . abuse - of
power in the run-up to the tenth
anniversary of her taking office-in
May. Gl Fr g i '...’,

Mr Ashdown said: “That was
the dark secret behind the West-
land affair. The thread has now

Lord Havers, the former Attor-
ney General, spcaking on the
same programme, makes it clear
he does not believe Mrs Thatcher

bour spokesman on the Treasury,

and Paddy Ashdown, the leader 3 10.”
of the Social and Liberal Demo- %
* crats, for a statement to Parlia
- ment by the Prime Minister.* 55

They challenged Mrs Thatcher

% Tol
“* night by Mr Brittan’s disclosure.

pressed approval from Number

A ¥+ ‘.;,—
MPs were surprised last

S % He
, most
One_ former  colleague of Mr-.

Heseltine, " whose.  resignation -

. to say whether she knew who was heightened the. Westland crisis, ¥ <>

knew Sir Leon was responsible for
W the lealke 7582 St Joncianins

ever seen, she was as shocked as
anybody . "3’

o e e A e
says:. “Unless she is the
marvellous actress [ have
0T SRS O b O

i %% Havers’ anger, page 2
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torney General, has spoken for
the first time about being “very

cross” at the leaking of the Solici- \

tor General’s letter, which caused
a crisis in the Thatcher Govern-
ment in 1986 and led to the res-
ignation of Leon Brittan.
Interviewed for the Channel 4
programme, The Thatcher Factor,
Lord Havers says: “I heard about
this on the five o’clock news and

was very cross because there was

a strong convention that law offl:"
cers’ letters or communications

are never leaked without their
permission. I could not bring my- -

self to believe that s QC and a '
Cabinet minister would, in fact,”
authorise s leak of that sort —'
the whole of the rules forbade it.”
Sir Leon, a QC, had authorised
the leak to be made by Colette
Bowe, press secretary at the De- )
partment of Trade and Industry -
where he was Secretary of State. "

ey K
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y Brittan made
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very cros
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"+ By Colin Brown
" Political Correspondent -
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L.~ Selected extracts were given to
.. the Press Association, which led .
5 to” reports . that_ Sir Patrick | *
Mayhew, then Solicitor General,
_had accused Michael Heseltine,
_then Secretary of State for De-
fence, of “a material inaccuracy”
_in his presentation of his case on %
the Westland affair. “00% 5 5
i% Closer scrutiny of the whole
text of the letter, later released, :

Bk

admitted he had not seen all the
evidence. The leak took place T .

L

“showed that the Solicitor General + -

the most damaging time for Mr

«. Heseltine, who was involved in a
- . bitter struggle with the Prime
. Minister and Sir Leon over the
i future of the Westland helicoptor
'z, company, preferring a European-
* based helicopter industry than
- one controlled by the American-
led Sikorski-Fiat rivals, %=

* Sir Leon said yesterday that he
had not gone further than his ear-
lisr statements on the issue.

But there was a marked differ-
ence of emphasis in his evidence
to the Commons Select Commit-
tee on Defence on 30 January,
1986. He said: “I accept, fully,
responsibility for what was done

_and would not suggest for a single
. moment that my . Instructions
. were anything other. than fol.
" lowed. I would particularly stress

. that it all had to be subject to the
_agreement of No 10.” ..o 5

. The disclosure by Sir Leon yes-

. terday that “express approval”

for the leaking of the letter was
given by Bernard Ingham, her
press secretary, or Charles Pow.

- ¢ll, her private secretary, pointed
;. the finger at Mrs Thatcher, =

« But no firm evidence has yet

- emerged to implicate her. She re-

fused to allow Mr Ingham and Mr
Powell to give evidence to the
Commons uleq committee,
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Westland leak
approved by
Downing St,
‘says Brlttan

lyMuﬂlﬂﬂ:bclaiMkMEvm
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The Westland affair returned
10 haunt the Government last
night after Sir Leon Brittan
declared he had “express app-
roval™ from Downing Sureet
for the leak of the Solicitor

Sir Leon says in a television
interview 10 be broadcast tom-
jmmlllhelﬂkm
10 his resignation as
of State for Trade and Indus-
try three years ago. was app-
roved by Mr Bernard Ingham,
the Prime Minister's press
secretary,
Powell, ber private secretary.
Sir Leon’s assertion was
seized on by senior Oppo-
sition MPs last night who saw
it as a dramatic development

Sir Patrick’s comments
were leaked 10 the Press
Association hours before the
sart of an imponant Weste
land press conference and
escalated the affair into s cnisis
that at one point threatened 10
topple the Government.

While Sir Leon remained an
MP, he refused 10 expand on
the background 1o the leaked
l';‘em he:morhthmm a

nning is year 1o
become Britain’s senior Euro-
pean Commissioner and he
has been interviewed for s
Channel Four series called
The Thatcher Facior, pre-
sented by Mr Hugo Young,
the political columnist.

He says in lbe interview:

“The release of the Solicitor

in the long-running Westland
saga. They came dose w0

Parliament 11

G I's letter was some.

mitiece by Lord Armstrong,
then Cabinet Secretary, has
bun!hnlhmmnnmun-

thing which was approved by
Mr Charles Powell. the relev.
ant private secretary at Num-
ber 10, lndnwnamvedby
Mr Bemard Ingham,

Prime Minister's press aeu&
tary, and as | made clear at the
time. there would have been
no question of the release of
that document without that
express amuval from Num-

ber offi- ber 10.”

dersuanding between
cials and the Deparument of
Trade and Industry. B
Sir Leon had insisted
Dowmna Street's agreement
be obtained before the letter
was leaked. Mr John Mogg,
his private secretary, and Miss
Colette Bowe, the depan.
ment's bead of information,
contacted Mr Powell and Mr
ln;hlmoalnmb.ﬂ“.lo

that agreement, -
MrPunﬂaMMrlnmm
had acquiesced in the leaking
without consulting her but,

“did not believe they were be-
ing asked to give my aulhomy
and they did not do s0™. The
alleged Downing Street conne
ection in the leaked letter aff-
air has been the most sensitive
and potentially explosive is-
sue in the Westland saga.

The leaked letter from Sir
i Patnck  Mayhew. Auorney
| General, who was Solicitor
General at the ume, wamed
Mr Heseltine that he had inc-
luded a “matenal inaccuracy™
in a letter he had wnitien in
suppont of the European cone
soruum’s bid for Westland,
which was suffering a financial
crisis. Mr Heseline was
supporting the consortium,
which included British Aero-
space, against a nival bid by
Sikorsky of the United States.

Sir Leon mmed yesterday
he had said nothing he had not
said before. However, Mr
John Smith, the shadow chan-
cellor, who shadowed Sir Leon
atthe time, said he had made a
serious allegation which had
re-opened the whole affair and
Mrs Thatcher had 10 make &
satement to Parliament. .

Dr John Gilbert, Labour

]MPfo'Dudley the leading
uring the d

select commm:es inquiry
into the Westland affair. savd
the truth was finally coming
out and this was an “ex.
tremely damning disclosure™.
e

\\ \\
* ’
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which shook the Govern: '?‘;,' end of 1988. There is absolutely

#:t‘;‘.k‘i"{if‘ W

that document without that ex-

press approval from No 10.”
Last night in Spain, Sir Leon

: fore 1 left for Brussels at the

a8"-‘-'nothmgmew.vinanythinxlsmcl

: three years
resurfamddramatiean yester-

" day after Sir Leon Brman. who 7,
resigned from the Cabinet dur- v

ing the crisis, named two of Mrs
Thatcher’s closest and most
trusted advisers as having a
proved the leak of a letter from
the Solicitor-General. -

The leak, Sir Leon says m a
pre-recorded television inter-
view, was approved by Mr
Charlte: Powell, Mrs Thatcheg'ls
private . secretary responsible
for foreign affairs, and Mr Ber-
nard Ingham, her press secre-
tary. Despite parliamentary in-
quiries and two Commons
debates on the affair, their role

_ has never been fully explained.

Sir Leon — now an EEC Com-
missioner, then the trade and
industry secretary “— has al-
ways been regarded by Mrs

'l'hatcher's cntics as the scape-
goat defusing the growing polit- |*
ical storm over the affair which
also led to the resignation of the
defence secretary, Mr Michael
H&selﬁne in January 1986. -

The affair erupted after Si-
korsky, the US group, launched
a takeover bid for Westland, the
British helicopter firm, which
Mr Heseltine said should be
resisted in preference to one
from a European consortium.
Sikorsky, supported by West-
land, succeeded.

In his interview for a Chan-
nel 4's The Thatcher Factor,
written by Hugo Young, to be
broadcast tomorrow, Sir Leon
says: “The release of the Solici-
tor-General’s letter was some-
thing which was approved by
. Mr Charles Powell — the rele-
vant private secretary in No 10 _

. ann admitmwguas.ampp&vedmbmy ,Mr Ber- 3 * ment if it is true,” he said. >

! Minw
- ter’s press secretary.” & i

* He added: “As I made clear at
: the time there would have been

quesﬁon of tbe release of |:

in the interview.”
However, crncial quesﬁons
about who instigated the leak
— passed to the press by Ms
Colette Bowe, then Sir Leon’s
senior information officer —
have never been answered. -
Labour MPs last night de-
manded that Mrs Thatcher
break off from the Gorbachev
visit to teil the Commons that
Sir Leon’s claims were untrue.
They will attempt to raise the
affair on the floor of the Com-
mons today, although Mrs
Thatcher will not be taking
prime minister’s questions. - =
Dr John Gilbert, a Labour

fence committee which investi-
gated the affair, said Sir Leon’s

;--. statement “nails down Bernard | ..
> Ingham and Charles Powell for

"the roles they performed in this

* grubby little affair”, = - vdswnr
# He continued: “lt'l quite un-
‘ambiguous what Leon Brittan

= is saying, and his evidence is
totally

at variance with what
Sir Robert [now Lord] Arm-
strong [the then Cabinet Secre-
tary] said to the select eomxmt-
tee on defence. . *

“Armstrong tried to perpem-
ate the quite preposterous myth
that there had been two simul-
taneous misunderstandings be-
tween four highly sophistic-
ated, highly trained lnghmers
in the civil service.” - i ..:

- Mr John Smith, the shadow | -

chancellor, who led Labour’s
attack over Westland three
years ago, said that Sir Leon’s

¢ statement had re-opened the
* Westland  affair. .“The Prime

Minister must now tell Parlia-

v.t';e'

A5, Mrs Thatcher has said she

had no knowledge of how the
letter was leaked on January 6
1986 or what her officials dis-

cussed with civil servantsat Sir |

said: “I gave the interview be-

member of the.Commons de- | - breach of

PM’smenA |

: had | -
ted, she would | *
havesaid“adiﬂ'mwaymust

~ be found”. Four days later —

the day Sir Leon resigned — | - nd o it

she told the Commons that DT
4 ghtgcinls “behev:g that they had
agreement my office” to

leak the letter, y tp
* Sir Leon told the Commons
then that he had authorised his
ofﬁcials to disclose the letter
sqb;ect to the agreement of No
. 10", He accepted responaxhllity

for their actions. .

. @ Sir Leon’s eomments are to
be referred to the Speaker to

;- consider if there was any

rivilege. _.; 7
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139 Mr Nigel Spearing (Newham South): To ask the Lord President of the Council, if,
W  pursuant to his reply to the honourable Member for Falkirk East on 6th April,
concerning statements made by Sir Leon Brittan, he will give the name of any
documents, together with appropriate references, that show that approval was
given by two named officials to the disclosure of a letter from the Solicitor General,

and if he will place copies of any such documents in the Library.

DRAFT ANSWER

I refer the Hon gentleman to the Fourth Report of the
Select Committee on Defence for the 1985-86 Session.

ng
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353 Business of the House

National Health Service (General Opthalmic Services )
(Scotland) Amendment Regulations 1989 (SI 1989 No.
387)

National Health Service ( Travelling Expenses and
Remission of Charges) Amendment Regulations 1989 (SI
1989 No. 517)

National Health Service ( Travelling Expenses and
Remission of Charges) (Scotland) Amendment Regulations
1989 (S1 1989 No. 393)

Mr. Frank Dobson (Holborn and St. Pancras): I thank
the Leader of the House for his Statement.

I shall refer first to the point raised by my hon. Friend
the Member for Hamilton (Mr. Robertson) at Prime
Minister’s Question Time. Will the Leader of the House
make it his business to ensure that the report of the
secretary general to the United Nations Security Council is
placed in the Library of the House next week, as was
promised by the Prime Minister on Tuesday of this week?
Will he bear in mind the convention of which he and the
right hon. Lady will be aware that, when Ministers at the
Dispatch Box quote from an official document, they
should make that document available to everyone else?
Documents that Britain receives at the Security Council
must fall into that category, especially as it was not simply
that the Prime Minister——

Mr. Harry Greenway (Ealing, North): The hon.
Gentleman did not listen to Prime Minister’s Questions.

Mr. Dobson: I am talking about the business for next
week. Will the hon. Member for Ealing, North (Mr.
Greenway) contain himself?

Mr. Speaker: Order. The hon. Gentleman will have his
chance later.

Mr. Dobson: As the Prime Minister not only mentioned
that document, but also told the hon. Member for
Inverness, Nairn and Lochaber (Sir R. Johnston) that he
could obtain all the details he needed from that document
and that it was available, it appears that the burden falls
on the Leader of the House to ensure that, in line with the
conventions of the House, that document is made
available to everyone.

BI85 view Sf Sir' Léon Brittan §"Tecerit  confirmation of

iny people’s suspicions of the d
ey Ceneal’s e, an Weslasd, il b Lisgr
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¢ degree of involvement off*
Prime Miristér's closest advisers in ;bg_h]_@!(in'g’"n[jy

hether the Prime Minister will comme tors"

e fext week to"make a Staterient and 1o Answer™

%ﬁﬁ‘qbﬁ(f&‘ﬁs’dﬁ that matter, and especially to clarify.. .

nce and for all who knew what and when they knew it?

Will the Leader of the House tell us when we can expect
the long promised and the equally long delayed debate on
student loans?

As there is mounting concern throughout the country
about the threat that the Government’s National Health
Service review poses to the health care of most people, will
Wwe have an early debate in Government time to give the
Secretary of State the opportunity to answer questions in
the House rather than spending taxpayers’ money roaming
around the country on a Tory party political propaganda
exercise?

On the subject of the Department of Health, when can
We expect a statement on the Government’s response to
the Griffiths report on care in the community? The

189 CD32/8 Job 2-8
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Department has had that document in its possession for
more than a year and surely it should be moving towards
giving us some suggestion of the Government’s intentions.

In view of the particularly precipitant way in which the
Government have managed to come forward with a Bill to
abolish the national dock labour scheme, when will they
come forward with the Bill that they have promised and on
which civil servants have been working for four years—if
parliamentary answers of 1985 were truthful—to outlaw
the buying and selling of human organs?

Mr. Wakeham: I am grateful to the hon. Member for
Holborn and St. Pancras (Mr. Dobson) for asking me six
qQuestions about the business for next week. | wondered
whether he might have found time today just to say thank
you to me for having arranged for the debate on the
Fennell report, for which he has been pressing me and also
for managing to fit in two Opposition days in the business
for next week.

Mr. Dobson: They are not both next week.

Mr. Wakeham: If the hon. Gentleman had listened, I
announced two full Opposition days in the business
statement for next week.

With regard to the United Nations plan and the
documents concerned, I told the House yesterday that the
relevant documents have been placed in the Library. They
include the Geneva protocol, which has been made public
by the South African Government. A further set of
documents, which together comprise the United Nations
plan will be placed in the Library today. The secretary
general has asked, however, that the report on the recent
fighting should be kept confidential for the time being. On
reflection I hope that the hon. Gentleman will consider
that the right thing would be to respect the request of the
secretary general. Obviously I shall look into the matter in
view of the question asked, but I cannot promise that

anything will be revealed at the present time.
&iﬁ&x' d_10_the_recent television - coverage of a
elevision programme, which neither yo\m@gﬁc;.

qor T have seen, I understand that Sir Leon Brittan made
riain_statements which he suggested did not add-
nything new to the position. That is as understand thé

matter and, therefore, I see no need for any further

tement on the position Which Kas been we ventilated g™

IR g iy '

The hon. Gentleman knows that consultations are
taking place about student loans and I believe that the
right time for a debate on that matter would be later rather
than at present.

I agree with the hon. Gentleman that there is a need for
a National Health Service debate and I agree that it would
be right for the Government to find time for that. The
exact timing of it is best left for discussion through the
usual channels. I also recognise the consistency with which
he has pressed me on the Griffiths report. I understand his
disappointment that it has taken rather longer to deal with
that matter than he wanted. We are giving active
consideration to the report and hope to bring forward our
proposals in the near future. We recognise the concern that
our response should not be unduly delayed, but it is vital
that we reach the right solution in this important area.

There has been some discussion between the
Government and the hon. Gentleman’s Front-Bench
colleagues about the abhorrent trade in kidneys. If we are
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[Mr. Wakeham ]

to make progress as fast as we can—both of us are agreed
on that, I believe—it is probably best for those discussions
to continue through the usual channels.

Mr. James Hill (Southampton, Test): My right hon.
Friend will know that, from time to time, I have asked
questions regarding a ports policy for the United
Kingdom. The statement by my right hon. Friend the
Secretary of State for Employment, who said that the
national docks labour scheme is to be reviewed, obviously
makes my question about a ports policy null and void.
Nevertheless, there is a need not to demoralise the
employees of certain ports because I know that they will
put their shoulders behind the new review. The port of
Southampton was closed for a whole year in 1981 due to
militancy. It is now working well. If we can persuade the
Transport and General Workers Union to adopt a
reasonable approach, there will be further co-operation.
That can only do good to Southampton.

Mr. Wakeham: I agree with my hon. Friend. I am
grateful to him for his support for the way the
Government are approaching the problem. With the
inevitability of these matters, there will be plenty of
opportunity for my hon. Friend to raise the issue
constructively in the debates that we shall have in
forthcoming weeks.

Mr. James Wallace (Orkney and Shetland): Will the
Leader of the House arrange for a Minister to come to the
House next week to explain why those who were
demonstrating in Whitehall today against human rights
abuses in the Soviet Union were told to take down their
placards before Mr. Gorbachev arrived, which seems to be
almost a contradiction in human rights terms?

Secondly, given that we will debate the Lord
Chancellor’s salary next week but that we do not have a
Select Committee on the Lord Chancellor’s Department or
on the Law Officers’ Department, will the Leader of the
House consider setting up an ad hoc Select Committee
with powers to call for witnesses and papers to look into
the Government’s proposals for the reform of the legal
profession?

Finally, when did the Prime Minister find out that the
United Nations secretary general wished the report on the
Namibian incidents to be kept confidential?

Mr. Wakeham: 1 am not in a position to answer the
question about the placards in Whitehall, but I shall make
inquiries and see that the appropriate answer is given to
the hon. Gentleman.

I do not propose to set up a special Select Committee
to deal with our law proposals. I believe that the right
procedure is that which the Government have adopted,
which is to issue Green Papers for discussion. We hope to
get as many constructive views as we can. Then the
Government will have to make up their mind how best to
act.

I cannot answer the hon. Gentleman’s third question,
but it was certainly not until after my right hon. Friend
had said what she did in the House.

Mr. Henry Bellingham (Norfolk, North-West): Can the
Leader of the House tell us when the Second Reading of
the Bill on the dock labour scheme is likely to take place?
Is he aware that today’s announcement will be warmly
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welcomed by the vast majority of people connect
and working in King's Lynn docks who realise 1
abolition of the scheme will lead to more jobs? It
lead to much more cargo being handled at King
and will enable it to compete with non-scheme
East Anglia.

Mr. Wakeham: I welcome what my hon. Fric
said. The Bill will be introduced tomorrow and thc
will have an opportunity to debate it in the usu
subject to the usual conventions. I hope to make a t
statement including the Second Reading of the Bi
not-too-distant future.

Mr. Max Madden (Bradford, West): May I di
attention of the Leader of the House to two e:
motions standing in my name, numbers 672 ai
concerning freemasonry?

[ That this House notes, as reported in the book
the Brotherhood by Martin Short, that mosi
honourable and honourable Members who comp
questionnaire issued by Mr. Short in 1986 sa
councillors, local government officers, civil s
policemen, judges and honourable Members sh
required to disclose Masonic membership; therefor
the Select Committee on Members’ Interests 1«
necessary arrangements for appropriate resolution
considered by the House to require Right honoura
honourable Members to disclose Masonic membersh:,
Register of Members’ Interest; further urges Parliar
Journalists who are Masons to be required to m
appropriate declaration; and finally urges the appo:
of an Ombudsman to whom public servants, includin,
officers, can make complaints of discrimination in
employment. |

[That this House congratulates Martin Short
publication of his book, Inside the Brotherhood; noi
the honourable Members for Ilford South, Croydon
Chichester, Erewash, Banbury and Belfast North tc
Short they were Masons; further notes that Mr.
believes that the honourable Members for Bury
Reading East and Keighley are Masons, and finall)
Mr. Short reveals the Masonic Lodge to which
honourable and honourable Members, Parlian
Officers and staff belong is called the New Welcome
(5139) which was consecrated in 1929 and meets fiv.
a year at Freemason’s Hall in London, an
Parliamentary Journalists who are Mason’s belong
Gallery Lodge (1928).]

May I unusually ask the Leader of the House hin
make a statement next week in view of the support o
than 200 hon. Members from all parties for the pr
that hon. Members who are masons should be requi
declare their masonic membership in the Regis
Members’ Interests? Will the Leader of the Hous:
week ask the Select Committee on Members® Inter:
consider the matter urgently so that the necessary m
may be brought to the House?

Mr. Wakeham: As I told the hon. Gentleman in &
to a written question on 3 March 1988:

“Any consideration of changes in the scope of the R
of Members’ Interests or the Register of Parliam
Journalists would, in the first instance, be a matter |
Select Committee on Members’ Interests.”—{Official /
3 March 1988; Vol. 128, c. 638.]

That is where he should pursue the matter.
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\r. Michael Latham (Rutland and Melton): Will my
right hon. Friend ensure that the debate on the Health
Service that he has promised takes place at an early date
and allows us to discuss the proposed contract for general
practitioncrs? I think that he will have noticed that it has
not been received with unanimous rapture by the
practitioncrs.

Mr. Wakeham: Whether that is within the scope of the
debate is not a matter for me but for you, Mr. Speaker. I
should think that my hon. Friend, with his usual ingenuity,
will be able to make the points that he wants to make on

that subject.

Mr. Pat Wall (Bradford, North): May I bring to the
attention of the Leader of the House a recent report by
John Bourn, the Comptroller and Auditor General,

regarding serious underpayments in the national insurance .

fund and the social fund—in particular, an estimate of
underpayment of unemployment benefit of between £34
million and £89 million? That is very serious because it
affects some of the most deprived people in our society.
The money was not paid because of an error by
Government Departments. The Minister responsible, if he
is not prepared to initiate a debate in the House, should
make a statement on payment to the unemployed. He
should give an explanation and describe what measures
will be taken to rectify the matter.

Mr. Wakeham: I do not know whether this is the same
report from the Comptroller and Auditor General as that
which I looked at the other day. I thought that there had
been errors in allocation of costs rather than beneficiaries
going short of anything to which they were entitled.
However, I shall investigate the matter and | believe that
the Public Accounts Committee will also consider some of
these issues in the near future. If something has not been
properly answered I shall ensure that it is.

Mr. Charles Wardle (Bexhill and Battle): My right hon.
Friend will be aware of the recent consultation about
possible amendments to the Financial Services Act 1986.
Will he find time for a debate on the subject, with
particular reference to the role of merchant banks? Does
he recall that in the debate on the financial services White
Paper in April 1985, several hon. Members, including me,
referred to the possible conflicts of interest in merchant
banks, but subsequent legislation left out that aspect?

Mr. Wakeham: I cannot promise that we shall have a
debate in the near future but I shall certainly refer my hon.
Friend’s point to my right hon. Friend the Secretary of
State for Trade and Industry to see what can be done in the
future.

Mr. Robert Parry (Liverpool, Riverside): Does the
Leader of the House recall a question that I put to him
some weeks ago regarding early-day motion 395.

[That this House calls upon the South African
Goverment to release Mr. Oscar Mpetha a 79 year old trade
union leader imprisoned since 1980 notes that he had his leg
amputated in 1983, that he is a diabetic with complications
and was refused permission to leave prison in 1986 to attend
his wife’s funeral; believes that his imprisonment is solely
due to his struggle on behalf of black workers and as a
member of the South African Congress of Trades’ Unions
and as President of the African National Congress in the
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Cape; welcomes Her Majesty 's Government'’s representa-
tions to the South African Government on his behalf; and
calls upon the South African authorities to release Mr.
Mpetha as a matter of urgency.]

That is supported by 118 hon. Members. Mr. Mpetha,
who is imprisoned in South Africa, lost his son last week
when he was killed in an accident. Will the Government
make urgent representations for his immediate release on
compassionate grounds?

Mr. Wakeham: As 1 have indicated on previous
occasions, the Government have made representations to
the South African Government on at least five separate
occasions. 1 shall refer the hon. Gentleman’s point to my
right hon. and learned Friend the Foreign Secretary.

Dr. John G. Blackburn (Dudley, West): Will my right
hon. Friend give serious consideration to the report of the
Monopolies and Mergers Commission, published on 22
March, on the production, distribution and sale of beers in
this country? It will have a widespread effect on the
brewing industry. Many of the major breweries are
established in the midlands and there is a wave of
uncertainty running through the industry. I should value it
if my right hon. Friend would give an assurance that there
will be a debate on this important subject.

Mr. Wakeham: It is an important subject and, in
another capacity, as chairman of the Government’s
committee on the misuse of alcohol, I know that changes
in the structure of the brewing industry are important for
us to consider. However, many of my Government
colleagues are also considering the matter and so it is being
carefully examined.

Mr. D. N. Campbell-Savours (Workington): In light of
the fact that Mr. Tiny Rowland has repeatedly used the
Lonrho broadsheet to call for the prosecution of the Al
Fayeds over their trading practices, is it not now time for
the Government to review the decision taken in 1977,
which meant that prosecutions would not be brought
under section 84 of the Larceny Act 1861, section 19 of the
Theft Act 1968, section 7 of the Exchange Control Act
1947 of for conspiracy to commit breaches of the Southern
Rhodesia (United Nations Sanctions) (No. 2) Order 1968?
Is it not time to review the decision and bring prosecutions
under all four headings against the owners of The
Observer?

Mr. Wakeham: As the hon. Gentleman knows,
questions of prosecution are not for me. He may or may
not have a case on the reforms of such matters, about
which he is knowledgeable, but 1 regret that even if they
were acceptable to everybody 1 could not find time for a
debate next week. However, I shall refer the matter to my
noble Friend the Secretary of State for Trade and
Industry.

Mr. Tony Marlow (Northampton, North): I did not
catch all of my right hon. Friend’s statement, but may I
draw his attention to the fact that during yesterday’s
sitting of the Select Committee on European Legislation
the recommendation was made that a heavily amended
draft directive on broadcasting should be brought before
the House for debate before the common position is
agreed? As that common position may well be agreed next
Thursday, will my right hon. Friend look into that matter?
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This is an important matter as the directive has been much
amended since it was last debated by the House as long as
two years ago.

Mr. Wakeham: | understand my hon. Friend’s concern
and those expressed in the debate on the original proposals
in January 1987, most of which have been met by the latest
draft directive on broadcasting. I accept that the proposal
has changed, but there has been a debate on the subject
and I hope that my hon. Friend agrees that the changes
were largely foreseeable and will generally find favour in
the House. We have a heavy business programme next
week which I cannot easily alter, but I am having
discussions with my hon. Friend the Minister of State,
Home Office on the subject.

Mr. Merlyn Rees (Morley and Leeds, South)m the
[Zader of the House reconsider the need for a statement -
bext week “AS A TESHIC6r Sit Leon Brittan's further

velation, for which we d6 1iot Have fo wait until Friday "
night; wq}ayqaﬁg@y hgard if on felevision and read it in~

ithe hcwspapers There 1Isa stnct éonst‘fuhona! conventlon ,'

 Britain, wh

Ofﬁcc should not be ‘revealed. Two
Dficers neﬁ?ry ‘resighed ot the i§§tié and now we find §
Wo civil servants at No. 10 took it upon themselves t

feveal that letter, self- authonsqi Two _basic_questions *
Brise. First, why did. they do it, and,.secondly, why have.~

i “cy not been removed from their post for doing so?

Mr. Wakeham 'h’ght hon. Gentleman, Who has &
sutation for objectivity in such matters, should 160k at™
e'report of the Select Commiftee on Defence and the'
ates in the House at the time. If'hé does that, he will see
at nothing new has arisen. These matters were referred
Tftﬁé hon: Gefitléman is interested in names he should*
k “at the “Select Committee’s réport, which ™ was
ublished and debated a Tong time dg6. ATl the issues have
ten well ventilated: There is hiothing fresh 6r new in the:

tement madé by ‘Sir Leon Brittan, a8 he confirmed
ﬁterday

Mr. Harry Greenway (Ealing, North): Is my right hon.
Friend aware that if President Gorbachev had arrived 24
hours earlier and had used the Underground he would not
have been able to keep his appointments, like many other
Londoners, owing to the most uncalled for strike by the
drivers, and, according to a CBI report, if he comes in 10
years’ time, unless he uses a helicopter he will not be able
to move because London traffic will be at a standstill.
Therefore, may we have a debate next week on the
management of traffic in London, and could the motion
include the possibility of a Minister with responsibility for
London’s traffic?

Mr. Wakeham: I was at the airport yesterday to meet
President Gorbachev when adequate road transport was
available for him. However, I have every reason to believe
that those arrangements were made regardless of whether
there was a strike of Underground workers. I regret that,
against the advice of the union, Underground workers
took unofficial action yesterday. It would be much better
if proper negotiations to settle the dispute were entered
into without delay. On my hon. Friend’s wider question
about ministerial changes, I do not think that that is a
matter for me or that it arises today in particular.
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Mr. Nigel Griffiths (Edinburgh, South): Will the Lea
of the House make time for an early debate on the rej
of rent legislation which has brought about a fourf
increase in the rents in housing association propertie:
my constituency, which has been forced on retired pec
and highlighted so well in The Scotsman today? Will
right hon. Gentleman give time for an early debate on
plight of retired people in retirement homes?

Mr. Wakeham: I cannot promise the hon. Gentlema
debate, but I should be tempted to have one becaus
suspect that his analysis of the situation was not
particularly balanced one. However, the points he |
raised about elderly people seem to be relevant to
debate that I have managed to arrange for Tuesday of n
week.

Sir Ian Lloyd (Havant): My right hon. Friend will
aware of the widespread concern in all parts of the Ho:
as a result of the tragic events on the Namibia-Ang
border. He may also be aware that those of us who rec
the record of the United Nations in Katanga do 1
exactly have the utmost confidence in the ability of ti
organisation to react expeditiously and impartially. !
right hon. Friend my not be aware of recent reports tl
aerodromes for advanced fighter aircraft are be
constructed on the Angolan border, and that specia
Vietnamese troops are being brought into Angola
replace the Cubans. In the light of these very seric
events, may we have an early opportunity to debate t
matter?

Mr. Wakeham: I recognise the importance of °
matter, and I recognise my hon. Friend’s knowledge
that area, based on many years’ experience. I wish tha

“could offer a debate in the near future. I shall certail

" bear the matter in mind, but I cannot give my hon. Frie
a promise.

Ms. Diane Abbott (Hackney, North and Stc
Newington): May I draw the attention of the Leader of 1
House to early-day motion 44 on cosmetic experiments «
animals.

[ That this House is appalled by the failure of the Anim
Act 1986 to prevent the testing of animals for cosme
purposes; notes that in 1987 there were still 14,534 anim.
being used in cosmetic experiments and considers this tota
unacceptable; and calls upon the Home Secretary to ce:
the granting of any further licences for cosmetic testing a
Jurthermore to put a time limit on those existing licences

the same purposes. ]
May I draw to his attention the fact that this is
completely barbaric and unnecessary practice, abo
which I have had very many letters from constituents? T
early-day motion has been signed by more than 200 ho
Members. In the light of the feelings of millions of peor
up and down the country, will the Leader of the Hou
make time for an early debate on this issue?

Mr. Wakeham: I have seen the hon. Lady’s early-d:
motion. The term “cosmetic” covers not only beau
preparations, such as lipstick and perfumery, but hygier.
products, such as toothpaste and anti-dandruff shampoc
as well as preparations to combat other problem
particularly for workers in industry. It is essential that :
these products are safe to use and safe to produce. Safe.
testing, for mildness only, involves some use of animal
All applications for cosmetic testing licences are examinc
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the Animal Procedures Committee, whose first report,

Leader .
e repeal | published on 6 December, describes the difficult issues
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involved and its approach to them. I cannot promise the
hon. Lady a debate at the present time, but it is a matter
that I shall certainly bear in mind.

Mr. Neil Hamilton (Tatton): mly endorse my n@__
- Friend’s decision not to waste any more of our time
tmg the Westland affair and its aftermath. Sir Leon

ttan, in his most recent remarks, has added nothing to

t we knew alrca% He has not said anything tlg&)s
nsistent with an ng 'said by the Government in the
. Although the endearing, but slightly barmy Member
Lmhthgow (Mr. Dalyell) and his friends may have an

Mr. Speaker: Order. I think the hon. Gentleman can do
better than that. I do not think that we will have “barmy”
here.

Mr. Hamilton: It was a slip of the tongue, Mr. Speaker,
which I certainly withdraw.

Although the hon. Member for Linlithgow and many of
his hon. Friends are obsessed by this topic, the country at
large has no interest in it whatsoever.

Mr. Wakeham 8§ THave indicated, I do not think that
anything new to be cﬁ)ated or discussed, and I ani
0 have the support of my hon. Friend.

Mr. Tam Dalyell (Linlithgow):fi§"the Leader of the
ouse suggesting that the recent statement by Sir Leon
ittan is in any way consistent with the evidence given, on*

! h’ﬂf"6'r""h"e“‘“66?/e‘mmeﬂr'"w-uwwﬁﬁﬁff&‘ifg"w )

inster to the Select Comm1 he saymg that the
Commﬁtee had’dny notion that there was- ewf
ould

val by two of the ivil servanis? !
Eﬂ‘er‘ﬁﬂﬁe Ho nﬁ#ngﬁ&xt week to make a

mment on his own position, in the light of the assertions

gy his "hon. Friend the Member for Aldershot (Mr."
o}

tdﬂey) in the book “Heseltine”™—the unauthorised

raphy—page 153, that he was present on 4"and’S"

uary 1986 when there were discussions at Chequiers on"
tﬁt;cs in relation to the Law Officers’ letter, that he was
ent on 18 December 1985, with M, Berpard Inghani

" Lords-Whitelaw,  when the. strategy was being
scussed “and that he was party to ‘the inner Cabingt
fisions on 9 Ji'ﬁ'ﬁary" Can he confirm his hon. Friend’s

tements, which are in writing?

Mr. Wakeham n!_ 1ast fime the hion. Gentleman raised
 subject in that form he seemed {0 Have got stuck at*
e 153 of the book. I suggest that he finishes the book,

736" fiot thifik that anythitig in it will give hir afy -

mmg and that there have not been proper inquiries. -

'(hmg new has come ‘out in what Sir Leon Brittan has-

id. There is not just my,word for it; Sir Leon himself, -

,ﬁ:ere is nothing new. #se¢ no grounds for an inquiry.

Mr. Ian Taylor (Esher): Will my right hon. Friend find
Government time for a debate about the inadequacies of
the law on travelling people, some of whom may be
gipsies? Many of my constituents have suffered great
invasion of privacy and many times abuse, from these
people, who just encamp without invitation. The police
find it very difficult to move them on under the current
legislation. Will he find time for this debate at an early date
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|
and will he ask his right hon. Friend the Secretary of State
for the Environment for a White Paper on the Caravan
Sites Act 1968?

Mr. Wakeham: I cannot promise my hon. Friend a
debate, but I recognise that this matter causes concern in
quite a number of constituencies, including his and, as a
matter of fact, mine. I wonder whether my hon. Friend
might consider raising the matter on an Adjournment
debate.

Mr. David Winnick (Walsall, North)&ould it not be
ropnatc for the Prime Minister to make a statement
next week to try to explain to the House and the coun try
ow her private secretary and her press secretary ¢ could
rove and authorise the leak of the_letter from thc
olicitor-General unless they knew quite well that it would

e her Wish that they should do sdf The:Leéader of the.
ouse tells us that what was said yesterday by Sir Leon
nttan is nothing new, and all the rest of it, but does he not

: rccogmsc and appreciate that what is at stake here is the

rime Minister’s integrity and truthfulness? My | hon

end the Member for Linlithgow (Mr Dalyell), although

as_been mocked and baited by the Tories over this
te, has been absolutely right.

Mr. Wakeham: These issues were well and truly
debated at the time and nothing new has come up.
Whether the hon. Gentleman likes it or not, that is the
position. He might have got a little excited yesterday, but
he really has missed the point. There is nothing new to
discuss.

Mr. Doug Hoyle (Warrington, North): [[fill theé Leader™
"the House take time to read the two contributions on
estland” affair by His fight hon. Friend ‘the Prime
inister? If he does he will find that she suggested that her"
ffice had “nothing to do with it. Sir Leon Britfan $418"
sterday quite gategoncally that Mr. lngham and Mr. -
owcll approved the action, Will the right hon. Gentleman™
k hlS right hon. Friend to come to the House and maké
statement on why those two close associates of hiers have
ot resigned? Will she at the same time give us a Tull,
factual, detailed account of this squalid matter of the
gnssmg letter?

Mr. Wakeham:[The hon. Gentleman invites me to take
& quict moment to read all these dbcﬁrh'é'dts' and speeches’
in. 1°did that just this morning in order to refresh My
nd Because T thought that some of these matters might
me up in business questidis, 1 suspect that the hon:
entlcman has not read them and I suggest that he should,
cause he would then probably agree with me that
othing new has arisen and therefore there is no need for
a debate. -

Mr. Harry Cohen (Leyton): I have a two-part question.
First, will the right hon. Gentleman give an assurance that
the Prime Minister will make a statement to the House
early next week on her discussions with President
Gorbachev? Secondly, just in case President Gorbachev
asked to see me, I thought that I would brush up on a
video on nuclear disarmament from the Library, only to
find after a short viewing that another Member wanted to
watch the television, and 1 was chucked out of the room.
That is not the first time this has happened. Can we make
sure that there is a room in this place in which Members
can look at videos to do with work?
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Mr. Wakeham: Any time the hon. Gentleman wants to
watch the television and he cannot find a place to do so, if
he will drop me a note I will look into it immediately. I am
very happy to assist him in any way on that part of his
question. On the first part of his question, 1 cannot give
any undertaking that the Prime Minister will be making a
statement on her talks with President Gorbachev.

Mr. Greville Janner (Leicester, West): Surely the
Leader of the House can and ought to give an undertaking
to the House that the Prime Minister will report not merely
to the press but to the House on this very important and
welcome visit by Mr. Gorbachev. Does the right hon.
Gentleman know that, while the Jewish community in this
country unanimously welcomes the visit, it remains deeply
concerned at the large number of Jewish families still not
allowed to emerge from the Soviet Union in spite of the
fact that there has been a most welcome change in the
Soviet Union’s attitude both to emigration and to the
rights of Jewish people within the Soviet Union? In
particular, there are families such as the Upspensky
family, the Chernobilsky family and the Lurie family who
have been waiting over 10 years. I was disturbed to hear
the right hon. Gentleman say that there was to be no
raising of individual cases by the Prime Minister with Mr.
Gorbachev. Will he please reconsider his remarks and his
failure to assure the House that there will be a statement
on both human rights and the allegations that have been
made about the sale to the Libyans by the Soviets of
long-distance aircraft, which of course would have
amazing potential in the hands of somebody like Gaddafi?

Mr. Wakeham: I am not in a position to say anything
about the details of the talks which are still going on. What
I said was perfectly sensible and fair. My right hon. Friend
the Prime Minister will, of course, raise the general matters
in her talks with Mr. Gorbachev, but it seemed to be the
best use of the day for my right hon. and learned Friend
the Foreign Secretary to raise the individual cases with
him. As the hon. and learned Gentleman has great
knowledge of, and long experience in, these matters and
his contribution is acknowledged by hon. Members on all
sides of the House, I certainly take seriously what he says.
Statements in the House are governed by custom and
practice and my right hon. Friend the Prime Minister will
observe the normal customs in dealing with these matters.
It is not for me to say at the Dispatch Box what she will
or will not do. It is not the practice always to have
statements after bilateral discussions.

Mr. Bob Cryer (Bradford, South): Can the Leader of
the House confirm that the two EEC documents on
Tuesday will be debated for only one and a half hours
each? If that is the case, surely it is an inadequate amount
of time when dealing with the EEC bulldozer yet again
imposing more legislation on the United Kingdom.

May I draw the right hon. Gentleman’s attention to
early-day motion 670

[ That this House draws attention to the editorial, Vilest
M.P. in Britain, in the newspaper Today of 5th April,
referring to the honourable Member for Dover; notes its
expression of grave concern at the growth of violence against
women,; and urges all honourable Members to set an
example of courtesy and restraint, whether towards
reporters, photographers or Spanish police.]
and ask for a debate on it? Then the hon. Member for
Dover (Mr. Shaw), referred to in the motion, will be able

184 CD32/13 Job 3-11

6 APRIL 1989

Business of the House

to explain how he falsely alleged that pickets at Dover
—National Union of Seamen members sacked by P and O
—were engaging in brutality and the double standard of
the fact that the hon. Gentleman is accused by Today of
beating up a woman photographer. That sort of double
standard should be the subject of debate. At the same time.
the hon. Member for Mid-Staffordshire (Mr. Heddle),
who has been engaging in fisticuffs with the Spanish police,
can explain his position as a representative of the law and
order party. Can the Leader of the House, in the same
debate, explain why there is this extensive thuggery in the
parliamentary Conservative party and has it anything to
do with lager drinking on the quiet?

Mr. Wakeham: If we were to have this debate I am glad
that T would not have to be in the Chair, Mr. Speaker.
There seem to be rather a lot of subjects and I would not
want to have to keep that sort of debate in order.

I confirm that the motions on Tuesday night on EC
documents will follow the Standing Orders of the House.
These matters have been agreed through the usual
channels and, assuming there are enough speakers for the
Opposition Day debate and that does not end until 10
o'clock, there will be one and a half hours for each of those
two debates.

With regard to early-day motion 670, I cannot arrange
a debate on that. Anyone who wishes to complain of
assault can go to the police or deal with the matter in other
ways. If [ had to arrange a debate every time that occurs
or every time the hon. Gentleman makes some wild
allegations about my hon. Friends, we would never get
down to all the important matters such as dealing with the
levy scheme.

‘Mr. Harry Ewing (Falkirk, East)moi;tﬁnatcly the
ader of the House does not appear to be aware of the
eriousness of Sir Leon Brittan's allegations in the
evision programme. If the Leader of the House is saying
That what Sir Leon Brittan said in that programme fs -
cceptable to the Government, he is “saying that the
overnment knew that the press secretary and the private
secretary leaked the Law Officer’s letier. If that isaccepted
y the Leader of the House, it is a staggerifig new
velopment and gives rise to a serious situatién. Against
at background will the right hon. Géntléman come 16~
¢ House next week and explain why my hon. Friend thé
ember for Linlithgow (Mr. Dalyell) can be named and
uspended from the proceedings of the House for five-days
n a motion by the Leader of the House for what is now
“to be the truth? In what circumstances can the
pension be removed, and if there are no provisions for
removing it can the matter be referred to the Select:
‘ommittee on Procedure?

Mr. Wakeham:f'think that We are making progress
#hen the charming hon. Gentleman whom the whole
ouse respects can talk so much rubbish in such a short
ime. We clearly recognise that it is not a question of the
position fox having been shot, because there was no f6x
or them to shoot in the first place.~The allegations and
roblems that arose over what is knowmn as the Westlang
affair were fully debated at the time. We had debates i tie
ouse and Select Committee reports, and nothing new has
erged Ti'tecént fimes to require any further discussiog
O debate “about the ‘matter. "ObviSusly, “the  hon,
entleman and his hon. Friends are disappointed that that"
ould be the case. That is why the Opposition put up the -
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Business of the House

farming hon. Member for Falkirk, East (Mr. Ewing) to’
{6 ake something out of the mess in which they find”
~themselves.

-

¥

Mr. Keith Vaz (Leicester, East): Could we have a
statement or debate on the operation of regulations made
under section 1 of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984?
After a four-year campaign by shopkeepers and residents
in the East Park road area of my constituency, the city
council established some laybys but, because of the
provisions of section 1 of the Act, nobody can park in
them until the double yellow lines have been removed.
Under the terms of the Act it will take seven months to
remove those lines. Will the Leader of the House have a
word with the Secretary of State for Transport to see
whether we can amend the regulations to end this absurd
scenario?

Mr. Wakeham: I do not entirely accept what the hon.
Gentleman says, but 1 certainly accede to his request to
raise the matter with my right hon. Friend the Secretary of
State for Transport and I shall write to him.

Mr. Richard Caborn (Sheffield, Central): Will the
Leader of the House arrange for the Prime Minister to
come to the Dispatch Box next week to make a statement
about the Namibia crisis and the implementation of
United Nations resolution 435? The Prime Minister should
do that because she misled the House on no fewer than
three occasions on 4 April. She told the House:

“There is no provision in the United Nations plan for
SWAPO to have bases in Namibia."—{Official Report, 4 April
1989; Vol. 150, c. 15.]

That would be in contravention of protocol SI 13120 of 26
February 1979.

Secondly, as my hon. Friend the Member for Holborn
and St. Pancras (Mr. Dobson) said, the statement by the
secretary general to the Security Council is not in the
Library and is not likely to be put there because it is a
confidential document. The implication about SWAPO
and the impression given to the outside world by the
House was based on that report which we cannot see,
although we were told at the time that we would have sight
of the document.

The third matter is about SWAPO being a signatory to
the Geneva protocol. That is mentioned in column 15 of
the Official Report of 4 April 1989. That is not the case.
SWAPO is not a signatory to that and the letter from the
leader of SWAPO to the secretary general did not accept
the protocol, which had four signatories. Misleading
statements were given to the House indicating a totally
biased approach against SWAPO. This is a serious matter,
because we are talking not just about the independence of
Namibia but about matters that affect the whole of
southern Africa. As I have said, the Prime Minister misled
the House on three occasions and she should now come to
the House and make a statement.

Mr. Wakeham: 1 do not accept that at all. We have
discussed whether the documents were in the Library and
I recognise that there was some misunderstanding. The
first requirement is for urgent action to restore the
ceasefire under the authority of the United Nations. We
are active in promoting that. Secondly, it is important for
all parties to hold to the terms of the United Nations plan
for the independence of Namibia and to the other
international undertakings, notably the Geneva protocol.
It has been suggested that there was a provision for
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SWAPO bases in the country. That assertion is based on
proposals made by the then secretary general in February
1979. Those were overtaken by a subsequent agreement in
1982 by the pirties involved to monitor bases in Angola
and Zambia. That is why there is no provision in the
secretary general’s report of 23 January, which sets out his
proposals for the role of the United Nations transition
assistance group, for any SWAPO bases inside Namibia.

Points of Order

5.7 pm

Mr. Max Madden (Bradford, West): On a point of
order, Mr. Speaker. May I raise with you the procedures
that were observed today during Prime Minister’s
Question Time? Some of us were rather puzzled about why
question No. 4 was linked to question No. 8. It is
unprecedented for questions to be linked at Prime
Minister’s Question Time, and the linking today prevented
hon. Members from asking questions Nos. 5, 6 and 7.
Today as always well over 100 hon. Members put down a
standard question. Why should what is traditionally called
the “closed question” be given priority? If this is the name
of the new game, you are likely to be faced, Mr. Speaker,
with hon. Members putting down questions in that way in
the hope that they will be linked and will therefore obtain
priority. Will you look urgently at this matter and advise
the House, because if an unfortunate precedent has been
set today it should be removed as quickly as possible.

Mr. Speaker: I thank the hon. Gentleman for his point
of order. I share his concern about this matter and have
made my views known.

Mr. Bob Cryer (Bradford, South): Further to that point
of order, Mr. Speaker. Could you make a statement saying
quite clearly, not that you have views about the matter but
that you will not accept linking of questions to the Prime
Minister? You will see that later in the Order Paper there
is another question identical in type and form to questions
Nos. 4 and 8. Quite clearly conspiracies could develop to
flood the Order Paper so that one party could dominate
the Order Paper to the exclusion of other parties. It would
simplify matters if it was understood that there would be
no linking at all.

Mr. Speaker: The linking of questions is a matter for
Ministers and not for the Chair. As I have said, I share the
concern expressed about this matter for the very reasons
that hon. Members have mentioned.

Several Hon. Members rose——

Mr. Speaker: Order. | cannot say any more about the
matter. 1 hope that it will not happen again.

Mr. Alan Williams (Swansea, West): Further to that
point of order, Mr. Speaker. I clearly recollect one of your
predecessors intervening when questions near the top of
the Order Paper were linked with later ones. That was
about 10 years ago. The Speaker of the day intervened and
stopped that practice. I note and I am grateful for the fact
that you have made your views known, Mr. Speaker. May
we have some assurance that your representations will be
as effective as those of your predecessor?




