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. Dezr Alsstair

Thank you for your letter of 26" June. | chose not'to reply yesterday
zs | wanted time to examine fully the questions you gsked and to
wrile a considered reply. That was not possible in the timescale you

gave me.

Before | enswer the questions in delzil | wish to explain the wider
context in which we came {o broedcast the story in question. 1 will
cummerise this under three hezdings:

« Your general clzim thzt the EBC's reporting of the war and
{he events both before and sfler was biased.
» The impact of your February dossier being discredited.
. » The general concern expressed by members of the security
cervices that intelligence reporis were being exzggerated.

1. Allegations of biased reporting

In your evidence 1o the Foreign Atizirs Select Committee you made
it cleer that you believed the EBC had an znli-war agenda. It is our
firm view thal Number Ten tried to inlimidate the BBC in its reporling
of evenis leading up to the war and during the course of the war
iHecelf. As we fold you in correspondence before the war staried, our
responsibility wes 1o present an impznrtial picture and you were not
best placed to judge what was impartial. This was parlicularly the
case given the widescale opposition 1o the war in the UK at that
time, including significant opposilion inside the Parliamentary
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Lebour Party. For exemple, you will iemember when the key
division on the war 1ook plzce in the House of Commons in March
you wrote 10 me to suggest that we had given oo much prominence
{o the vole which recorded the largest backbench patliamentary

revolt in modermn history.

During the war you agsin accused us of unfzirness - in paricular
crilicising our reporting from Ezghcdad. You kncw that we sirongly
dispute thet charge end the BBC's Board of Governors, after
delziled discussion both during and eHer the wart, have expressed
their complete eetisfzclion with the imperiizfity of ERC News

COVEIZQE.

In your evidence 1o the Select Commitiee you exlended your attack

on our journalism supgesting that we hzve been animaied by a

raticnzle "that the Prime Minister led the country 1o war on a false
zcis”. It seems you heve missed the many reporis we have filed

from lraq sbout mass greves, forlure end political repression

- gvidence which hes been used to justily the war,

2. The Februsary Dossier

I is impossible 1o discuss our reporiing of the September 2002
dessier without seeing it in the conlexi of what we knew by then of
the February 2003 dossier - the dossier which even the Foreign
Secrelary described es "a complete Horlicks” ezrlier this week.

What wes by then clear was that your depariment had plagiarised
an ernticle frcm the internet, based on an old University thesis,
chenged crucial parts of it and then used it pnatiributed to
sirengthen the case for Britain going 1o war. That weas the
nrovenance of the February dessier - which might stilt stand were it
not for the inlervention of a Cambridge academic.

The discrediting of the February dossier inevilably influenced
questions esked about any similar dossiers. In these circumstances
any decent journzalist would inevitably quesiion whether similar
laclics had been used when wriling the earlier dossier.
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In zddition, in egrly March, the Direclor Ceneral of the 1AEA,

Dr Mohamimed El Bzradei, described the documents on which an
imporient clgim in the September dossier was besed (the Niger
uranium claim) s "not suthentic” - and indeed cast doubt on other
espects of the Seplember descier's cleims sbout @ nuclear weapons

programmes.

We thus meade & judgement that the informetion provided by the
source fited into & patlern of concerns - and that it was perfectly
@ popertorepon the zllegetions made by Andrew Cilligen's source,

Your correspendence and evidence 1o the FAC ignores this
background - which is central to any undersiznding of the BBC's
journglism.

2. Uriezse in the Security Services

As we heve told you before, 8 number of EBC journalists who have
close conlacl with beth the military and the security services had
reperied that their contzcls were concerned that intelligence reports
were being exeggersled 1o sirenglhen the cese eceinst Saddam
Hussein. In paricular they were saying that whilst low sczle
Weepons of Mess Destruction existed they did not pose the level of
. ihreat the government was suggesting. Many journzglists in other
rnews organisgtions were receiving similar briefings.

For exemple:

Feter BEeaumont end Geby Hinsliff wiote (Observer 24 February
2003) of dicegreement between the intelligence services and
Downing Street - "the essence of the disagreement is szid 1o have
been thet intelligence malerial should be presented ‘straight' rather
than spiced up o meke & polilical ergument.” Their arlicle glso tzlks
zbout "feirly serious rows” between at least one member of the JIC

and Alastair Campbeli.
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Raymond Whilleker (Indeperident on Sunday 27 April) wrote of "a
high level UK source” szying that "intelligence agencies on both
sides of the Atlentic were furious that briefings they gave political
leaders were distoried”. He went on to wrile: "You cannot just
cherry-pick evidence that suils your czse end ignore the rest. ltis a
cardinel rule of intelligence,” said one zggrieved officer. "Yel that is
what the FM is dcing. "Another szid: "What we have is 2 few elrands
of highly circumsteniizl evidence, end 1o justify an attack on lrzq it is
being presented as g cast-iron cese. That rezlly is not good

enough.”

Richierd Norlon-Teylor, Cuardian 30 May: "British intelligence
sources expressed fury at Downing Street’s behaviour. They were
reluctant 1o gllow Downing Street 1o use their intelligence
cssessmen! because they feered it would be manipulated for
political ends....Caveals...were swep! eside by Mr Blair, egged on by
Mr Campbell, well-placed sources said.”

Daniel McGrory, Times 30 May: “Senior sources say they received
a barrage of phorie cells from steff &t No 10 demanding more
evidence. Intelligence chiefs insist that the dossier was wrillen by
someone inside No 10 and not by British Intelligence...agents were
wary that frightened defeclors who wanted asylum would szy what
ihe British end Americans wanied io hear...there was debste
emongst inlelligence enelysts whether the [45-minute source’s)
cleims should have been passed to No 10, as senior figures
doubted whether it was true, but were under pressure 1o deliver

‘compelling evidence.™

Glenn Frankell, Weskhington Post 30 May: “One official
ecknowledged thal there had been what he described as 'pressured
and superhealed debzles &1 the time' belween Downing Street and
intelligence cfficials over the contents of the dossier.”

Peler Besumont, Caby Hincliff, Observer 1 June: “What we are
seeing is something very new, and very strange. MI6 is sticking its
head over the parepet as much as it ever will...MI6 feels totzlly
discrediled and used.” {"source”)
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“MI6 feels that it has been pushed rzther unwillingly into the
limelight by the Government. It is & chot across the bows.” (a

second "source’)

Nick Fielding, Suriday Times 1 June, reporied that the dossier was
the resull of & “deel efler monihs of bitter disagreements between
intelligence chiefs end Eleir's eides. Cempbell hzd attempled to
persuede the zgencies to include herd-hilling conclusions. They
were reluctent to zgree beceause they szid the cese was not proven.”

Furthermote on 22 March, the UN Chief Wezpons Inspector, Hans
Elix, crilicised the manipuletion of intelligence to meke the cese for
war - accusing the ceelition of using "sheky™ evidence. Robin Cook -
scon efler his regigrialion - echoed that, questioning the
Covernment's evidence (such gs that in the September dossier) that
lrzq presenied an imminent threat: "it wes difficult 1o believe that

Szddam hzd the cepecity to hit us.”

It wes in this conlext that we judged thal reporting the claim made
by Andrew Cilligan’s source was in the public interest.

Having dealt with the context, let me turn now 1o the repor on the
Todey progremme. This week you have misrepresented our

journglism.

» You have czid we accused the Prime Minister, the Foreign
Secrelary and other minisiers of lying. We have not.

o You have szid the BEBC deliberztely accused the Prime
Minister of mislezding the House of Commons end of lezding
the counlry into war on a felse basis. We have not.

¢ You hzve accused the EBC of damazging the integrity of the
political process. We believe we hzve done the oppcsite.

The nub of what the BBC repcried was:
e uneese emong some of the intelligence community about the

vse of intelligence in governmenl dossiers

the gssertion of one senior end credible source — who has

proved relizble in the past - that the "45 minute claim™ was

wrong gnd was inserled lste into the dossier.
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In responsé€ 1o this we have provided the Government with frequent
and ample opporiunities to sizte their position and rebut the
ellegetions and this you have done. This is & perfectly fzir and
proper journelistic process which we stznd by.

Now 1o your questions end | meke no zpology for repealing some of
the points | have just mzde.

O Does the EBC still siend by the allegstion it mede on 29" May
that Number 10 sdded in the 45 minufe clzim to the dossier ?

The ellegczlion wes not mede by the BEC but by our scurce - a
senior cHiicial involved in the compilation of the dossier - and the

EBC clends by the reporiing of it.

Andrew Gilligan mzde it clear that according 1o his source the 45
minule cigim was regl, but unrelicble, inlelligence information.

We do not tepor everything thet every source tells us. In this
instance we believe that the source is credible and that it was
legitimzte to plece his concerns in the public domain given what we
knew of the February doseier and the other points | have listed

cbove, We stand by this decision.

O Does it &till stend by the sllegstion made on the same day that
we did so egeinst the wishes of the intelligence agencies?

Again we reporied accurelely what we had been told by the source
that the 45 minute clzim was included in the dossier "zgainst our

wicshes.”

0O Dces it still slend by the sllegation made on that day that both
we end the intelligence sgencies knew the 45 minute claim to
be wrong and inserted it despite knowing thal.

Andrew Gilligan accurzlely reporled the source telling him that the
gevernment "probebly knew that the 45 minule figure was wrong”

and that the claim was "questiongble.” The besis for this 2sserlion
by Andrew Gilligan’s source was thal the informztion sbout 1he 45

LI S LA



I R O el B

.7-

«minute clzim had been derived from only one intelligence source -
whereas mos! of the cther claime in the dessier had at lezst two.,
Gilligan's source elso believed this single Ireqi source had probzbly
got the information wrong.

T Dces it <till stend by the ellegetion, egain on the same day,
that we ordered the September dessier 1o be ‘sexed up ‘in the
period leading up to its publicetion — and that Gilligan found
what Humphreys (sic) celied "evidence” that it was “cobbled
together at the last minute with scme unconfirmed material
that had nct been epproved by the security services?”

We siend by our reporling of the scurce ¢¢ saying that the dossier
wes "sexed up " end that had happerned &t & lcle stege in its
preparetion - and that the "sexing up “ relied on uncorroborated
meterial nct epproved of by all in the inlelligence sgencies.

| note today that Mr Feter Rickells, Director General of the Foreign
znd Commonweglth Cffice hes told the Foreign Aflairs Committee
that the "45 minute” claim wzas not in the first diaft of the dossier.

O Does it still stend by the stetement made on 6" June that the
JIC is not pent of the intelligence communily , but & Number 10
commiillee which exists to erbitrate between government and
the inlelligerice services?

We never szid that the JIC was riot pant of the intelligence
community. What we zctluelly seid was the JIC is nol the same thing

zs the intelligence services,

L Does it still stend by the claim on 3 June that the cheirmen of
the JIC only kind of *buresucraticelly signed off his report?”

It would have been teller if Andrew Cilligan had attribuled this
answer to his source end that was 2 slip on the day. However he
had frequently reminded the audience {hat claims were derived from
ihe source. What Andrew Gilligan did in this section of the report
was 10 ecknowledge ihat the JIC chzitman had indeed 'signed off’
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on the dossier - but thel did not of itself mean that zll members of
the intelligence services were happy with its contents.

Further we know from other sources that some senior members of
the intelligence community were reluctent to use intelligence

material in this way.

— How meny sources was the criginal “45 minute “zllegetion
being edded in based on 7 Wes it one source or more than
cne source? You will be ewere of the EBC Cuidelines on this.

| have repeeiedly mede it clear that the paricular ellegations made
in Andrew Cilligan’s report of the 28" May came from one source
and | have oullined why we felt it eppropriale 1o brocadczst the
information. The zudience was told time and zgain on the 29" May
thal the criticiem of the dossier's compilzetion was being made by
cne source. The scurce was crecible end whal he chose to tell
Andrew Cilligan was highly pleusitle given whal we knew by then
eboul the preparetion of the February “dodgy dossier”. Other
journglists, including some within the EBC, had been told of
concerns held in the intelligence community ebout the way
infelligence wes used in the run-up to war in fraq - and they had
been told this by sources othier than the ocne who spoke to Andrew
Gilligan. in the light of this it would have been wrong for the EBC to
decide not 10 pul into the public domein Lhe informztion provided to
Andrew Cilligan by his source - and we did so with transpzrent
atiribution to a single source.

As for your pcint eabout the BBC Guidelines let me quote:

"‘Pregrammes should be reluctant to rely on only one
source.”

Thai is frue. The EBC would heve preferred it if the source had been
on the record. But you well know that in this field sources very rarely
— if ever -- choose to speek on the record. | do not accept your
inference that means we cannol publish information on inlelligence
matlers if only derived from one source — parilicularly in light of what
we knew gbout the February dossier.
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There is & clear editorial procedure involving referral up to senior
meanegers which was followed in this cese.

We zlso note that Adam Ingram told us on May 28" that your “45
minute” cleim is bzsed on a single uncorroborated intelligence

SCUICeE,

O s that source on the JIC end do you egree thal any source riot
on the JIC did not heve the full picture?

| do not intend to sey enything more sbout our source. You well
know that it is @ metler of principle for us riot {0 reveal our sources. |
will do nothing 1o help you in this regard.

T Wes the scurce, ss Cilligan has seid, “a senior official involved
in drewing up the dossier,” or is he, as you s&id today, a
source ‘in the intelligence services?” I'm sure you &t least
undersiand the significance of the difference to which | am

sliuding.
| refer you 10 my previous enswer.

0 s it now normal EBC prectice not1o seek lo corroborate single
source slories?

Of course we would prefer corroberetion. The fact temains that we
mede a judgement ebout whether in the paricular circumstances it
wze epproprigte to plece the 2llegations mede by our souice info the
public domezin. 1 have already outlined the contexl which justified

this decision.

= Finglly do you believe that Cilligan’s statement to the FAC that
ell he had ever elleged wss that we geve “undue prominence”
1o the 45 minule poini, or do you share my views that it is
ulterly inconsistent with what he and others or the BEBC have
said and whal Gilligen has said, wriling és & BBC journglist in
the Mail on Sunday, The Sunday Telegraph and The
Spectator?
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It is incorrect 10 say all Andrew Cilligen ever szaid to the FAC was the
cingle charge mede by the source. His evidence was more wide
ranging and il corresponds with what wes broedezst. | quole from

his evidence 1o the FAC:

Q450 Sir John Stenley: You are meking, Mr Gilligan, a very, very
sericus ellegation sgeinst the integrity of the JIC. The entire --—

Mr Cilligan: | am riol making any allegetions.

{ would repeat, s | have ceid throughowt, | em not making any
ellecetions. My source mede the &llegetions. We were reporting the
charge of my source, who is a figure sufficiently senior end credible

to be worth reporting.

| reported the source s seying there was unheppiness within the
intelligenice services, disquiet within the intelligence services.”

Q455 Sir John Stenley: In terms of your evidence 1o this Commitiee,
ihe only piece of evidence which you are specifying was allegedly
mede &l the last minufe subject to a political requirement fo "sex i
up", to use your phrzse, is the 45 minute cleim?

Mr Gilligan: That was the cnly specific piece of evidence that my
source discussed, yes.

Sir John Stenley: Thank you.

Q456 Mr Olner: So the rest of the evidence that wes in the dossier
was reliable? By implicalion, if your source said he was not heppy
about the 45 minule thing then he wes happy with the rest of f.

Mr Gilligan: The fact that my source was not specifically unhsppy
with other elements of the dossier does not necessarily mean that
cther elements of the dessier were reliable. Of course it might mean

thet, but | do not think enything can be drawn from it the other way.

Q552 Mr Chidgey: So the only degree of cerlainty that your source
has or hed was that he did not believe the 45 minutes?

L S L T
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Mr Gilligan: No, &s | say, my source was regsongbly sure, as are all
the cther intelligence pecple | have spoken to, that Iraq had a WMD
programme of some descripfion, but it wes smeller end less of an
imminent threat then that claimed by the Government. That was the
view ¢l my source and the view of several other people's sources in
the rest of the medja and indeed cther scurces | heve spoken to,
intelligence and non-intelligence.

The words of my scurce wes that it wes trensformed in the week
tefore it was publichied to make it sexier. Given all that you heve
seid end given the cther things | have described, I think thet is a
credible allegation.

As for newspeper erlicles — Andrew hzs nol written on 1his subject
for The Sunday Telegreph. The only significant difference in any
piece he hes written is when he wrole in the Mzil on Sundzy that the
source hed indicated your cwn involvement in the story.

O Finelly, heve you seen today’s Spectalor, in which Mr Gilligan,
writing not in a perscnal capacity but as a EBC correspondent
wriles an &rticle concluding that the Prime Minister is a ‘push
over’in his relations with President Pulin. Is that the EBC
view? If it is & personal view, could you tell me what rule
governs what EBC correspondenis may or may not write in a
freelance capacily 1o boost their BBC earnings? What are the
procedures and were they followed in relstion to this arlicle? |
&m inlerested too, in respect of the many BBC journialists who
boost their incomes by writing for netional newspepers, what
procedures govern their conducts end this wrilings? (sic) You
will be aweare that MPs have elso expressed concern on this.

This piece was submitted in advence 10 an approprigle editorial
manzger as is our procedure. Our guidelines on conflicts of interest
cover whal our journelists ere allowed to write. These guidelines are
in the public domain. As for this specific arlicle the BBC does nol
impose a single view on its correspondents.
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Alestair, | have sef oul my views &t considerable length. You will
see that | do not accept the velicity of your attzcks on our journzlism
and on Andrew Cilligen in paricular. We hzve 1o believe that you
are conducting & personal vendeila egainsl a particular Journglist
whose reporis on a8 number of occesions heve caused you

discomforl.

Civen the conlext described in the first part of my letter and given
the credibility of our source are you reelly supgesiing that an

. independent broadcesier should heve suppressed this story

"/ beczuse i only had one source?

In my previous letter to you (June 1Eth) | drew your atlention to our
compleints procedure and inviled you {o mzke a formal complaint if
you so wished. You chose 1o ignore thls. That avenue remeins
open. | £hould elso sy that if the information provided by our
source is proved 10 be incorrect we would mzke the fzct very clearly
known 1o our audiences and we would express regret. As we stand
today, that is simply not the czse.

Yoms sincerely,

~ K Jmulwg

(Rnchard mbrook)
Direclor, BBC News
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