PRIME MINISTER ¢, Mr, Coles
< Sir A. Parsons

FRANKS

I attach:-

a redraft of the statement, with some notes for

supplementaries - FLAG A;

a list of observations in the Franks Report on the
Government's handling of the dispute, with a reasoned
reply to each - FLAG B;

a note of points in Chapter 4 of the Franks Report
affecting Labour Govermments as well as Conservative
Governments - FLAG C:

a historical note prepared by the Foreign and Commonwealth

Office on other Committees of Enquiry - FLAG D;

Plus your working copy of the Franks Report in which the

amendments agreed with Lord Franks have been incorporated.

I am submitting in a signature folder the letters to those

who are receiving advance copies of the report.

eer.

14 January 1983
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PRIME MINISTER »: Mr. Butler
Mr. Rickett

FRANKS

My attention has been drawn to two errors in the 'reasoned

- ) A “—
replies'" to the list of observations in the Franks Report, which
—— e s e
you already have.

On page A24 the first two sentences are contradictory.
—

On the one hand it is stated that the assessments machinery is

essentially responsive, not initiatory. On the other, the
ﬁ ey

responsibility of the JIC is said to be 'to assemble, evaluate

and present such intelligence on events as may be required by

Departments or as the Committee may deem necessary'.

The last seven words make it clear that the Committee does have

a responsibility to initiate action.

On page Al7 it is stated, in the seventh line, that neither
e
Ministers nor officials had direct and personal experience of
———  eee—

previous periods of tension. This is not accurate. Mr. Ure
— —

was head of the relevant FCO Department in 1977.

——— i

AdC.

17 January 1983




Possible Supplementaries following Statement
on Franks's Report

Q.1 Detailed Questions on the content of the Report

A. It would be better not to comment on the detail of the Report
until the House has had time to study it in detail. There will be
plenty of opportunity to do so in the debate which I hope will be

arranged very soon.
0.2 Questions on the conduct of the Falklands campaign.

A. The Franks Committee was set up to inquire into the events

leading up to the Argentine invasion of the Falkland Islands on

2 April 1982 and not into the conduct of the campaign itself.

Q.3 Did the Committee interview members of the intelligence

community?
A. Yes, as Annex D to the Report makes clear.
Q.4 Questions on the effectiveness of our intelligence gathering.

A. The House will form their own conclusions on this on the basis
of what is said in the Report and it would be wrong for me to go

beyond that at present.
Q.5 Detailed Questions about intelligence methods.

A. As I have made clear, the Report says considerably more on

the subject of intelligence than would normally appear in a public
document. My statement made it clear that the Government regard this
as fully justified and indeed essential in the unique context of

this inquiry. It would be wrong for me to give any details about

our intelligence operations themselves as this could damage

continuing intelligence interests, and I should like to ask the
House to refrain from speculating on such details for similar

reasons.
Q.6 Can you say more about the deletions from the Report?

R I have nothing to add to what I said in the statement. The
amendments were agreed by Lord Franks and none of them alters the

sense, substance or emphasis of the Committee's account.
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No recommendati ' ! fa hips on 30 March

Argentina's would not actively

1ad
ued

Lord Carrington allowed the initiative to pass to Argentina

No OD paper circulated in March 1982 (paragraphs 291-232)

1

No Cabinet or OD discussion between January 1981 and 25 March
(paragraphs 291-232)
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There was

Argentir expecteds In fact, of course, by

of 1981 the perspective had shifted. There had been a change in the Argentine

Government and there was a proposal of continued negotiations. . On the evidence

the expectation was half of 1982 would be the cm
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vha's

policy of

solution to

negotiating con
this inevitably imposed. The principle ti he Islanders should never
coerced into accepting a status which was contrs:
this Govermment a crucial point

solutions over their heads would

failed in practice. A leaseback concept, which appeared to offe

" prospect of a settlement safeguarding the Islanders! vital interests had not
proved acceptable to the Islanders or to this House., Our attempts to persuade
the Argentines to freeze the dispute, in accordance with the Islanders' wishes,

had been unsuccessful. In this situation, the right course was to keep the

negotiations going in order both to avoid the very difficult consequences of

their breakdovm and to keep open the prospect of an evolution of both Argentine

23
and Islander opinion which might allow progress to be made., The mere fact o

negotiations has often led to the identification of ways forward not previously
———,

considered. This was not Micawberism but the only practical policy given the

o
e e iy g

constraints.
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Minister

ation in the !
late 1981 and early 1982 in some way a consequencse
to put forward proposals of their owm is not argued.

for his decision are set out in the

-

continued to be seen as the most isi basis for an eventual solution to the
dispute. 3But there were obvious diffi b1 j ing the leaseback concept

following Mr Ridley's consultation of Islander opinion and the reaction in this

House to this report.at the end of 1980. Attempts by successive Governmenis 1o

persuade the Argentines that the joint development of the economic resources

5
o

of the area was the best means of making progress and of resolving the political

N i i e Sl S e
ey

issue had been unsuccessful. The 'freeze'! proposal, which the Islanders

— e

favoured, had also been rejected. TYet the negotiations had to be maintained if

a situation causing serious difficulties for both the Islanders and the

Government were to be avoided. Lord Carrington made clear to the Argeniine

Foreign lMinister that no solution could be contemplated which did not have

Islander agreement. On this basis his suggestion to the ! ntines that they
=1=]

should advance constructive ideas of their own which might lead to progress was
a proper tactic to keep the negotiating process alive. Indeed the subsequent
Argentine proposals for broadening the scope of the negotiations away from 2
narrow concentration on the sovereignty issue appeared at the end of 1981 to

offer scope for a more substantive dialogue.




in the light

MiS  am gl

comnend to 0D that the establish—

ment of a Negotiating Commission on t : - in New York should be

-

agreed, However, the

accompanying hostile press comment introduced a new and di

was clear 1 i rmment could only continue

to be on a basis acceptable fo the Islanders and to British public ar

opinion. At Lord Carrington's meetiing o ¢ 11 seen

Lord Carrington's proposed messag

continuing negotiations should Y by Island Councillors vefore delivery.
+ was also Lord Carrington's view

would be better focussed once the Argentine response had

prospect for continuing negotiztions.was clear., The drafi

Governor on 8 March and if t until 16 March that Councillors

to meet and endorse- i g : ments were accordingly made

the message to Costa Men - it i the Tavidoff landing

intervened, IMeanwhi the question of itical £ i uthority for




decide v
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Teem bram
the Repord,

AT

to me and to our Defence Committee colleagues.

Cabinet Committees are primarily for the purpose of

ecisions, or resclving

1tion of

of February 1 saw no cause
a reconsideration of agreed Govermment policy. ars (p

14?), after the New York talks Lord Carri

i fy

Y 1d in fact commission a
to be discussed in the Defence

ommititee when an Argentine response had been received to the message urgin

the Argeniines to put the negotiations back on the rails. In the event this

was overtaken by the South Georgia incident and the developing crisis (see

commentary on paragraph 147).




di spute in earlr 1982 was

Al Db} —-a

Ap=an+tdas

the circumst
1983 was fully understood. Ior
of previous periods of tension (of
direct and personal experience):

were made entirely

on the basi ' t iden 1 view t following 2 alzdovm of

ikely to exert economic and digomatic

action was based not only on a judgement
but on the corroboratory evidence of
ce and of more overt insights into Argeniine

was i

intentions. from either before or after the inwvasion to

suggest that assessments made in early- 1982 represented a misreading

4

situation at at upset the judgement was the way the South G

incident developed, whict the Report makes clear — could not have been

foreseen.




There would have been

ion

The Report concludes ' invegion of 2 April could not have been foreseen:

that the decision to invade was not taken until very late: and that the Davidoff

landing was not contrived to create a major incident., The Report also relates
the information available in early March on Argentine intentions: that,

the increasing Argentine impatience, direct pressures would follow, not precede,

a breakdowm of negotiations: and that, while the possible need for militarg
. , iz

action late in the year was under consids i e was no consensus within
the Junta on the use of force, The Report also confirms that FCO officials

recognised the seriousness of the situation in early March following the

New York talks: and had, in consequence, brought the question of possible naval

—— ]

deployment to Ministers' attention.

r—

+

What we have to ask ocurselves is whether it would have been reasonab

-r

circumstances obtaining in early March to send a deterrent force. Surely

The situation was not tense enough. The cost and penalties would have been

and how long would a force have had to be kept there?

There was also the risk that the despatch of a force, if it became
known, would prejudice the efforts to find a diplomatic solution
and provoke the very action it was designed to deter.
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ight of the information

remain~valid until they are superse

uly 1981 were that Argentina continued

- g

er
cible measur
swiftly and W1tpou+ warning. No information from either open or secret
which was received between July 1981 and late March 1982
had decided to abandon the road of negotiations for that of invasion, as-the
Committee themselves have concluded., Indeed, again as the Committee themsslves

report, Argentina decided only at a very late stage to invade, and then for

reasons which had nothing directly to do with the negotiations, which were

still in being. (Report, paragrsphs 266, 294, 312, 328). Nevertheless, wit

hindsight there would have been advantage in revising the assessment of July
1981 early in 1982, after Galtieri had come to power, even if, as would almost
conclusions which were ™not

nd 316) gearlier
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Why did the Defence Attache have no remit to obtain detailed

information of military movements in Argentina (paragraph 312)°?

In the previous sentence the Franks Committee refer to comprehensive

coverage of military movements. Defence Attaches should and do
report military movements which come to their attention, but it
is neither practicable nor appropriate to give them responsi-
bility for providing comprehensive information. Apart from the
physical difficulty of covering a country as large as Argentina
(which the Franks Committee acknowledges), Military Attaches have
to act within the laws and regulations of the countries to which

they are accredited,




"ie remain doubtful

Orzanisasion™:

campaign and if

so they also took into account 1 int e ' he background
e
press campaign. The Commitiee have summarised the main themes of this campaign

(Report, paragraphs 129-132). The message appeared to convey was that

henceforth Argentina would expect progress in negotiations according to a strict

imetable, and that if this was not acceptable to Britain zlternative courses,
——
including diplomatic and economic pressures but not excluding military action,

=

would be contemplated. This was in line with the indications from other sources

of the mood at that time in the Argentine Govermment, not least in suggesiing

5

that the end of the negotiating road had not yet been reach

closer than before. The press campaign itself gave no more hint than any other

: SR i i : X 3 —
piece of information of an intention to invade the Falkland Islands without

waiting for an answer from HM Government on the proposal fto open talks which

had been discussed in New York at the end of February.

The Joint Intelligence Organisation paid close attention to all the material
to the actions he British Govermment, 1
over the & - Gl itish 12 i { - ule, the

to withdraw HMS Zndurance)
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comnosition

machiner;:

responsive,
i s

responsivility "o assemble,

events . - e required by ... Department
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The assessments
The Joint Intelligence isati - critically on Government
Departments tasking if, and making full use of its resources. As soon as
evidence began to suggest that there was a2 threat of invasion (and the
have concluded that there was no reason to believe before 31 March that an

invasion was imminent (Heport, paragraph 251),the assessments machinery responded

both quickly and critically and continued to do

eration was given to the need to update the July 1981 assessment.

The relationship of the Joint Intelligence Committee to the Cabinet and to

Fl

Government Departments was a matier which was already under consideration vefore

-
1

Lord Franks and his Committee made their Report. It is clearly important

that there should be awvailable to the Govermment a source of advice on developing

L

external threats to British interests which has access fto info

sources, including secret intelligence, which is independent
and which can

which T




f +he Joint

fi 3 FESs— e e

considering

The Government
of the Joint Intelli
for the chzirmanshi

Commonwealth Office, int t that 1 re- only made after consultation

ecretary of ti bi i my concurrence. Although the

ey

not engaged full +i
Committee, he nevertheless fulfils
Commonwealth Cffice responsibilities,

S ———— Q
and reports in that capacity to the Secretary of the Cabinet and my%elf,

Consideration is bei iven to how best to ensure tha Joint Intelligence

Organisation receives al } h : et sources which

it needs if it is to carry out properly the responsibilities laid on it.




1921, the Governor
elves received
also passed to tkhe Governor
from Salvesens i vi Foreign and Commonwealth Cffice,
the December episode ) ssy sought to make contact with Davidoeff

Followin

f
=1

ay L

but were told by his offi t he was away (this was in the Argentine summer
holiday season). The Embassy eventually succeeded in contacting Davidoff on

22 February and a full discussion with him of the ef—she circumstances of his
December visit and of his proposed further visit in March took place on the
following day. He claimed to be unaware of the problems caused by him in
December and said that, as he had only been on Leith for four hours, he had

not thought it necessary to seek formal authorisation at Grytviken. ZDTavidoff
was again reminded of the requirement to comply with the appropriate immigration
formalities. The Covernor was informed and both he and the Base Commander at
Grytviken were also informed when Davidoff notified the Zmbassy of his departure

in March.

There was a full oxchange of information between the Embassy, the FCO, the

Governor and the Base Commander at Grytviken on Davidoff's intended movements

—

in both December and March. The Embassy had sought to make contact with Davidoff

following his December visit and eventually did so. Davidoff appeared to
e —
understand the need to observe the necessary formalities and to be ready to

o

comply with them, FEis contract was legally valid and he could not have been
h -

ted from seeking
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INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS IN THE TWENTIETH CENTURY: MAJOR
EPISODES AND NOTES ON A NUMBER OF ENQUIRIES

e
1 1 The Franks Committee is unusual in being composed
entirely of Privy Counsellors. In the main committees
of Privy Counsellors have been appointed to look into
questions of procedure or principles rather than particular
incidents. Two fairly recent examples are the Radcliffe
committee on ministerial memoirs which followed the
publication of the Crossman diaries, (Lord Franks was a
member) and the Houghton committee on Cabinet document
security. There does not appear to be any Privy Counsellor
enquiry parallel with the present Franks Committee.

2 - During the present century it has not generally been
the practice for the Government to appoint public enquiries
into military campaigns or diplomatic incidents. Domestic
and colonial rather than international affairs have been
the subject of major investigation during the past 80 years
and only the following eight enquiries can be considered as
relating to major episodes in our international relations.

A, SOUTH AFRICAN WAR, REPORT 1903

By a Royal Warrant of September 1902 a Commission
was appointed to 'inquire into the military preparations
and other matters connected with the War in South
Africa'. The Commissioners seem to have been in some
doubt as to the main purpose of the inquiry but decided
that it was to discover inefficiency or defects in the
administration of the Army and to indicate their causes
wherever possible. The Commission heard evidence from
114 witnesses and the Minutes of Evidence, together with
some of the more important documents submitted, were
published.

The Commission's report was critical of defects in
government organisation which lead to our military
unpreparedness for war in South Africa, and the fact that
there was no preparation for utilising the reserves of
military strength in the United Kingdom, colonies and
dependencies. The structure of the War Office and its
Intelligence Department were also found to be defective.

B. DARDANELLES COMMISSION, REPORT 1917

A Special Commissions (Dardanelles and Mesopotamia)
Act was passed in 1916 which provided for the appointment
of a Commission to be appointed 'for the purpose of
inquiring into the origin, inception and conduct of
operations of war in the Dardanelles and Gallipoli,

/including




including supply of drafts, reinforcements, ammunition
and equipment to the troops and Fleet, the provision
for the sick and wounded, and™the responsibility of
those departments of Government whose duty it has been
to minister to the wants of the forces employed in that
theatre of war'. The Commission took evidence in
secret session from 26 witnesses including the Prime
Minister, Cabinet Ministers and military and naval
commanders and had access to papers of the Cabinet and
War Council.

The Commission found that it had been a mistake to
confine the first attack to a _naval bombardment rather
than an amphibious attack on the Gallipoli Peninsula
and were critical of the Prime Minister, the First Sea
Lord and the members of the War Council for cgoming to
decisions without much fuller investigations being made.

S ———

C. MESPOTAMIA COMMISSION, REPORT 1917

Under the provisions of the Special Commission
(Dardanelles and Mesopotamia) Act of 1916 a second
Commission was appointed with similar terms of reference
to inquire into the war in Mesopotamia. The Commission
held 60 meetings and interviewed over 100 witnesses
including the Secretary of State for India and the
Viceroy. They obtained evidence on oath, enforced the
attendance of witnesses and examined all official
documents relevant to their inquiry.

The Commission reported that the expedition to
Mesopotamia was a justifiable military enterprise but
was administratively mishandled by the India Office and
the Indian Government. Individual officers, government
officials and ministers were criticised for their part
in this military misadventure and for the inadequacies

of equipment, transport and medical provision.
L ——— ——

D DISTURBANCES IN THE PUNJAB, REPORT 1920

In October 1919 a Committee was appointed by the
Government of India to 'investigate the recent disturbances
in Bombay, Delhi and the Punjab, their causes, and the
measures taken to cope with them', with Lord Hunter as
president. The Committee heard evidence at Delhi, Lahore,
Ahmedabad and Bombay and all but four of the witnesses
were heard in public. Some of the witnesses were
represented by counsel who were permitted to cross-examine

/witnesses




witnesses put forward by the authorities and call
witnesses of their own. 1In itg report the Committee
was highly critical of General Dyer on whose orders
troops opened fire at Amritsar on 13 April 1919,
killing at least 379 people.

E. PALESTINE ROYAL COMMISSION, REPORT 1937
——

The Commission was appointed on August 1936 to
ascertain the underlying causes of the disturbances
which broke out in Palestine in the middle of April,
to enquire into the implementation of the Mandate in
Palestine in relation to Britain's obligations towards
the Jews and the Arabs respectively and ascertain
whether either had any legitimate“grievance. The
Commission took evidence in Jerusalem and heard 60
witnesses in public and a further 53 in camera. It was
decided not to admit counsel. A further 10 witnesses
were examined when the Commission returned to London.
As the Commission had been directed to establish the
underlying causes of the disturbances and not to
apportion blame its recommendations were mainly concerned
with improvements in the machinery of government in
Palestine. It also made detailed proposals for a lasting
settlement in Palestine,

i o CYPRUS SELECT COMMITTEE, REPORT 1976

A Select Committee of the House of Commons was
appointed in August 1975 to consider the situation in the
Republic of Cyprus with particular reference to the
current position of United Kingdom residents there. The
Committee took evidence in London from Ministers and
officials, visited Cyprus and Greece for discussions with
members of the respective governments, but were unable to
produce their report before the end of the Parliamentary
Session. The Committee was re-established in January 1976
and heard further evidence in London. Their Report,
published in April 1976 is however largely based on
information obtained during the visit to Cyprus and Greece
in September 1975. In the view of the Committee Britain
had a legal right, a moral obligation and the military
capacity to intervene in Cyprus at the time of The Turkish
invasion during July and August 1974, but did not
intervene for redsgns which the Government refused to give.
The Committee also found that the decision by the Foreign
Secretary to move Turkish Cypriot refugees from the
Sovereign Base Area was an error of judgmenf and that the
British Government had failed to cope adequately with the
problem of Cypriot refugees coming to the United Kingdom
in 1974.

/G. BINGHAM




BINGHAM REPORT, 1978

Mr T H Bingham, QC and Mr S M Gray, FCA were
appointed in May and July 1977 respectively by
Dr David Owen, then Foreign Secretary, to conduct
an investigation to establish the facts concerning
operations whereby supplies of petroleum reached
Rhodesia since 17 December 1965; to establish the
extent to which persons and companies within the
scope of the Sanctions Orders have played any part
in these operations; and to obtain evidence of evasion
of the Sanctions Orders. The investigation heard oral
evidence from 40 witnesses and had access to a large
volume of government papers. These included a small
number of Cabinet Committee papers for the years 1966-
1968 which were passed inadvertently to Mr Bingham.
Those who were the subject of criticism in the draft
report were given the opportunity to challenge
criticisms and rebut adverse findings of fact.

The report found that BP and Shell subsidiaries
had effectively supplied oil to Rhodesia for most of
the period of sanctions. The British Government were
content to be able to say that no oil was being sent
by British owned companies to Rhodesia, an assurance
that was repeated after it had ceased to be true. On
15 December 1978 the Prime Minister announced that
subject to the approval of both Houses after the
Christmas recess a commission of enquiry composed of
MPs or Peers, with a Lord of Appeal as Chairman, would
be set up to consider, following the report of the
Bingham inquiry, the part played by those concerned in
the development and application of oil sanctions
against Rhodesia with a view to determining whether
Parliament or Ministers were misled, intentionally or
otherwise, and to report. The commission would have
access to Cabinet and other official papers if the
former Prime Ministers concerned agreed. It would sit
in private, but its report would be published. In the
event although the proposal to set up a joint commission
was approved by the House of Commons early in 1979 it
was rejected by the House of Lords on 9 February and
was never appointed.

He CROWN AGENTS TRIBUNAL, REPORT 1982
The Tribunal to inquire into certain issues arising
out of the operations of the Crown Agents as financiers

on own account in the years 1967-74, was appointed by
Mr Merlyn Rees, then Home Secretary, in March 1978 and
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3.

reported in March 1982 (HC 364 of 1981/82). The members
of the Tribunal heard oral testimony for 260 days from

98 witnesses and accepted writtep» evidence from a further
8 witnesses. Legal representation of those called as
witnesses was permitted with discretion and 27 parties
were so represented. Before being called to give
evidence each witness was sent a list of guestions likely
to arise which might result in criticism of his conduct.

The Tribunal had access to all relevant departmental
files but not, so far as is known, to Cabinet papers. Its
report was highly critical of the Crown Agents staff but
concluded that the Ministry of Overseas Development, the
Treasury and the Bank of England were also culpable.

An earlier Committee of Inquiry was appointed by the
Minister of Overseas Development in April} 1975 to inquire
into the cirumstances which led to the Crown Agents
requesting financial assistance from the Government in
1974. The Committee took evidence from 46 witnesses but
had no authority to demand information, whether documentary
or oral, from anyone. The report was intended to establish
what the Crown Agents had, or had not, done, and did not
attempt to apportion blame.

Episodes in British international relations in the present

century which were not subsequently subjected to public nequiry
include:

a. The Chanak crisis, 1922, which led to the fall of
Lloyd George's government.

b. The Zinoviev letter, 1924, which contributed to the
fall of the first Labour government.

C. Munich, 1938.
d. Fall of Singapore, 1942.
e. End of the mandate on Palestine, 1947/48.

2 i Nationalisation of British oil interests in Iran 1951/53.

g. Suez 1956 (apart from an investigation by Sir Edwin
Herbert into the number of Egyptian casualties and the
extent of physical damage in Port Said).

h. Britain's failure to join the EEC in 1963.
Rhodesia's Unilateral Declaration of Independence, 1965.
The collapse of the Shah's regime in Iran. 1978/79.
/4. It




4, It may also be of interest to refer briefly to some
other enquiries which, though not in the field of
international relations, have all bgen concerned with the
actions and responsibilities of ministers and officials.

a. LYNSKEY TRIBUNAL

Established in October 1948 to inquire into
allegations reflecting on the official conduct of
Ministers of the Crown and other public servants.

58 witnesses gave evidence and were allowed to be
represented by counsel, and were themselves cross
examined by the Attorney General or one of the Counsel
appearing with him. The report, while rejecting as
baseless rumours of the payment of large sums of money
to Ministers or public servants, found there was
Justification for some of the allegations against

Mr John Belcher, Parliamentary Secretary to the Board
of Trade, and Mr George Gibson, Chairman of the North
Western Electricity Board and a director of the Bank
of England.

1, CRICHEL DOWN

In November 1953 Andrew Clark QC was appointed by
the Minister of Agriculture, Sir Thomas Dugdale, to
enquire into the disposal of land at Crichel Down.

Mr Clark heard oral evidence of 28 witnesses and
examined in detail all relevant departmental
correspondence and minutes. In his report various

civil servants were severely censured for a variety of
errors and improprieties. They had displayed unjust-
ifiable hostility to the heir of one of the previous
owners of the land at Crichel Down and had deliberately
sought to deceive the Minister as to the financial
prospects of the scheme on which they proposed to embark.
During the course of a debate on the Crichel Down report
on 20 July 1954 Sir Thomas Dugdale announced his
resignation.

C. PROFUMO ENQUIRY

In June 1963 Lord Denning was appointed by the Prime
Minister to examine the operation of the Security Service
and the adequacy of their cooperation with the police in
matters of security in the light of the circumstances
leading to the resignation of the former Secretary of
State for War, Mr J D Profumo. Lord Denning interviewed
160 witnesses in secret including the Prime Minister,

8 Cabinet Ministers, 7 other Ministers, 20 Members of the
Houses of Parliament and numerous civil servants.
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Counsel were not admitted. His report found that there

had been no breach of security in the affair but it revealed
a failure of coordination betwéen the police departments

in their early enquiries into Miss Keeler's activities.

Lord Denning also questioned ministerial responsibility

for Mr Profumo's impropriety.

d- VASSALL CASE

A tribunal with Lord Radcliffe as chairman, was
appointed in November 1962 by Mr Henry Brooke, the Home
Secretary to inquire into the circumstances in which
offences under the Official Secrets Acts were committed
by W J C Vassall. Because of the sensitive nature of
the enquiry many of the 142 witnesses who gave oral
evidence were examined in camera, but some hearings
were in public. Legal representation was granted to those
who might be subject to adverse reflection from anything
said in the report. The Tribunal also had access to the
relevant documents,

In its report the Tribunal cleared Lord Carrington,
First Lord of the Admiralty, and Mr Galbraith, Civil Lord,
of any suspicion of complicity in or knowledge of
Vassall's espionage and homosexual activities, but
discovered a number of security lapses in the Admiralty.

2 POULSON ENQUIRY

A Select Committee of the House of Commons was
appointed in November 1976 to 'inquire into the conduct
and activities of Members of this House in connection with
the affairs of Mr J G L Poulson'. The Committee sat in
camera and examined 9 witnesses. In its report the
Committee commented unfavourably on the conduct of three
MPs: Mr John Cordle, Mr Reginald Maudling and Mr Albert
Roberts and found that Mr Cordle's conduct amounted to
a contempt of the House.

LIBRARY AND RECORDS DEPARTMENT

FOREIGN AND COMMONWEALTH OFFICE

7 January 1983




RICKETT

frnnk; Rqﬂort:_ Rogﬁjhle
Siﬁudlcwmj1tq1ﬂ es

I attach a list of possible supplementaries
and answers for use in conjunction with the
Statement on the Franks Report. No doubt you
will be receiving contributions from the
Foreign and Commonwealth Office and the

Ministry of Defence on subjects which are

their direct concern.

R.P. Hatfield

14th January 1983
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on Franks's Report
Qs Detailed Questions on the content of the Report
A. It would be better not to comment on the detail of the Report
until the House has had time to study it in detail. There will be
plenty of opportunity to do so in the debate which I hope will be

arranged very soon.
Q.2 Questions on the conduct of the Falklands campaign.

A. The Franks Committee was set up to inquire into the events
leading up to the Argentine invasion of the Falkland Islands on

2 April 1982 and not into the conduct of the campaign 'itself.

Qa3 Did the Committee interview members of the intelligence

community?
A. Yes, as Annex D to the Report makes clear.
Q.4 Questions on the effectiveness of our intelligence gathering.

A. The House will form their own conclusions on this on the basis
of what is said in the Report and it would be wrong for me to go

beyond that at present.
Q:5 Detailed Questions about intelligence methods.

A. As 1 have made clear, the Report says considerably more on

the subject of intelligence than would normally appear in a public
document. My statement made it clear that the Government regard thi
as fully justified and indeed essential in the unique context of
this inquiry. It would be wrong for me to give any details about
our intelligence operations themselves as this could damage
continuing intelligence interests, and I should like to ask the
House to refrain from speculating on such details for similar

reasons.
Q.6 Can you say more about the deletions from the Report?

A. I have nothing to add to what I said in the statement. The
amendments were agreed by Lord Franks and none of them alters the

sense, substance or emphasis of the Committee's account.




