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Because of all the gossiping by DTI, the
be asked this afternoon whether I, as is

FT (attached),had been active in getting

The answer is that, as I have repeatedly
Colette Bowe (having been asked to do so

reinforce his message to Leon Brittan to

Prime Minister may
suggested in today's
the letter leaked.

said, I spoke to
by Lord Whitelaw) to

be more vigorous in

arguing the Government's case. I did not advocate the leaking

of the Solicitor General's letter, though I was concerned that

Mr Heseltine's '"freelance" letter to Mr Horne had cast doubt

on the viability of the Sikorsky offer.

A

BERNARD INGHAM
27 January 1986
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Heseltine, was not aware of the

full facts on the attitlude of the
other European goverments.

Mr Heseltine then wrote hack
to Sir Patrick, later on the Mon
day, to tell

It has now emerged that Sir
Patrick replied, broadly accept-
ing that the matter had been
cleared up. Accordingly, Wr

eseltine complains that every
word of his original Friday

suggested-—staﬁ at 10 Downing
Street?

There = were

, apparent]y

-paralle]l, but separate conver-

sations on January 6 between
Mr John Mogg, Mr Brittan’s pri-

‘vate secretary, and Mr Charles

Powell, one of Mrs Thatcher’s
prnvate secretaries, and between
Miss Colette Bowe Mr Brittan's

head of information, and Mr °.

She must tell the fnll' st"ory‘ thls
- afternoon if she is to end the
controversy and begin to restore
her political authority

letter to the European consor-
tium stands uncorrected.
Mr - Heseltine,
wants ‘to publish his response to
Solicitor-General, . - and
might raise it .when he gives
avidence next week to- the
Commons Defence Committee.

There -is, then, the central
question of who authorised the
disclosure of the first of Sir
Patrick’s letters. According to
Mrs Thatcher, the letter was
brought to Mr Brittans atten.
tion at 1.30pm on 'January 6./
He decided- it ' 'should he
‘brought into the public do-
nain as soon as possible. He
hsked his officials to discuss

with my office whether the dis-

rlosure should be made and, if s
50, whether it should be made
rom 10 Downing Street, as he
5aid he would prefer. He made
lear that, subject to the agree-
nent of my office, he was giv-
ng authority for the disclosure ..
0 be made from the DTI, if it~
tt;s nt?t made from‘;lO'Downlng
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n balance of the Cablet

Bernard Ingham,
A - Minister’s chief préss secretary.
therefore,

"~ The other main question
rcern the*"nature af the inqu

Who took the initiative
these talks'_’ Why did the Pri

“authorise the disclosure,
they know she would y

Miss Bowe to
closure?

Moreover, ‘ ther

Thatcher said Iast
Mr  Brittan had
tview on its form, She added that
if she had been qhnsulted, e
should have said that a differ-
ent way must be found of mak-
ing the relevant fhets Known.”

The partial discldsure of only
*one aspect of the lejter was pre-
‘sented by the Press| Association
as damaging to MR Heseltine.
Why was it impossiblg to release
the whole letter?

Solicitor General not
his ap;proval" '

- vants.

is believed to have oonsidered

[ res1gnation

Why was it necessary to hold
such an inquiry when Mr Brittan
and two of the Prime Minister’s

_closest advisers knew exactly

what had happened? Did she
ask them after the row had
erupted over the leak following
January 6.

Mrs Thatcher told MPs last
Thursday that the inquiry was
needed to find the full facts,
because they were not known
to her.. She ‘said an enormous
number of the facts was not
known to her until January 22,
when 'the Cabinet Secretary
reported. Which of these facts
were new to her? Does this
mean that the Prime Minister
did not know at all that her own
office and Mr Brittan had been
involved in the leak, which had
been authorised in her name,
unti] more ‘than a fortnight

0 later?er
the Prime

Even ‘the oﬂiclal ve on
jises questions about the rely
tionship, not only between col-
leagues within a ‘Government
but also about the political
discretion given  to . civil ser-

complamed about the be-
haviour of Mr Ingham, one of
Mrs Thateher’s longest-serving
advisers, because, it is said, he
took an active role in. the deci-
sion 'on how the letter should
be leaked and had sbeen actwe
earlier in the affair.”

- It was clear from telévision.

interviews by ministers yester-
day that Mrs Thatchers Cab-
inet colleagues recognise that

.she gave an incomplete versio

last Thursday—partly becau
of a heated argument with Mr

Brittan during the previous/24

hours, Moreover, they sheve
that she must tell the fult'story
this afternoon—as she appeared
to. concede yesterdqy——if she is

“Jito end the cqntrm;lersy anld bei‘
tp  restore er. gg 1t1ca o
, attx%h lgty 7 '::-"-Z’Brlttan

While he enjoys the reputatwn
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Mr Brittan’s ‘camp has:
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abinet minister, Educated
at Eton and Christ Church,
Oxford, and a millionaire—
he is a member of the
. Guinness family—he gained
entry to the Commons at the
~-age of 23 by succeeding Sir
‘Henry “ Chips ” Channon, his
father, as MP for Southend
‘West.

With such an impeccablc Tory
background and a wealth of
experience in . junior and
middle ranking posts, Mr
Channon’s entry into the

_Cabinet at the start of his

Dhannon: served in the Trade
ind Industry Department as
Minister of State, mainly

responsible for trade policy,

since 1983

28th year as an MP appears
. to owe more to the Prime
Minister’s desire to keep the
changes in the top rank of
~the Government to a_ mini-
~mum in the wake of the
resignations of Mr Mtchael_
Heseltine and Mr Leon

of being a quiet, low-profile
‘minister with a capacity to
. get on well with people, many
. of those who have observed -
his .performance behind a

S"' qunop g /
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