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AN: Do you accept that our American allies in the war on terror used and condoned what most people would regard as torture?  

DM: Yes, I think one obvious example of that would be water boarding. That's someone that we would consider, I think, probably the three of us would consider to be torture...   

AN: OK. You've answered that. You've said that they did. Do you believe, or do you accept, that's there's been mounting evidence that in some parts of this use of torture British Intelligence was complicit?   

DM: No I don't.   

AN: Not at all? Not even possible?   

DM: I don't think there is mounting evidence which … of that.   

AN: Is there any evidence in your view?   

DM: No, because there are two cases which are being investigated at the suggestion of the former Attorney General by the police. Thirteen cases are going through the courts. That's not messy, as William Hague says. That's our system, because if any person believes that their rights have been abused by the British State they should eventually  be able to take it to court.   

AN: But you do not believe it's even possible that British Intelligence was complicit in American torture.   

DM: I don't believe it's happened and the courts are obviously going to test that out. It's not actually American torture in the cases that have been taken to court, it's in third countries, and the, I think it's important that we defend the system where people can try and exercise their rights through the courts. Obviously the first responsibility is on Ministers and on agency heads. We also have a system of Parliamentary accountability where we have something called the Intelligence and Security Committee which has published two reports, actually very good reports, in 2005 and 2007, and they told the story pretty clearly. 

AN: I just want to get this clear. Are you saying that at no stage did we provide questions to be put to those who were being tortured, and that at no stage did we knowingly take information that had been garnered under torture? Is that what you're saying?   

DM: We don't have evidence of that, no.   

AN: And you don't believe it happened?   

DM: We don't have evidence of that.   

AN: I'm asking do you believe it happened?   

DM: I'm not going to believe it happened if there wasn't evidence of it.   

AN: And you don't think it's even possible that it happened?   

DM: Of course it's conceivable and that's why the courts are looking into it and why it's right that we are very, very zealous about this.   

AN: If the courts are looking into it, why did you try to suppress so much of what the court was doing.   

DM: I didn't.
AN: Well the court of appeal said that it had to withstand unprecedented bullying from you!   

DM: No, because what we...   

AN: Well that's what the Court of Appeal said!   

DM: No, actually it revised that opinion. What we said was that the defendant in the case that the Court of Appeal was dealing with had a right to ensure that all the information was provided to him and his legal team. That's why the defendant in question got out of Guatanamo Bay. It was actually our decision....   

AN: The Master of Rolls said he distrusted you?   

DM: Well, no, I don't accept that at all.   

AN: That's his exact quote. The Master of the Rolls, the most senior civil judge in this country, said that when it came to your evidence on these matters we're talking about tonight - he quote distrusted you.   

DM: That's a very, very serious allegation to say that the Master of the Rolls distrusted a then...   

AN: He distrusted your statement, he said.   

DM: No, he didn't...   

AN: As I've said, that's on the record. The Master of the Rolls distrusted your statement...   

DM: The Master of the Rolls never said he distrusted me. What the Master of the Rolls was doing was investigating a case that had gone up from the High Court, and what he was adjudicating on was whether in the light of American disclosure of evidence it was right for it to be disclosed in Britain as well. As it happened, the American disclosure of evidence happened after we'd submitted all our papers in that case.   

AN: Wouldn't the sensible thing when you were at the Foreign Office, which would have shown real leadership, which instead of siding with the Foreign Office establishment, to have said there are so many allegations now being made, there are 13 cases now have come up, I'm going to investigate this. I'm going top get to the bottom of this and if any wrongdoing has been done, I will put it right.   

DM: That's what I did. And I took...   

AN: You fought against an inquiry!   

DM: No, no. You asked me did I take measures to ensure, to satisfy myself that all had been done, first of all to find out whether there was any evidence, secondly that if there was any evidence it was passed on. I will tell you I did take extensive measures inside the system to make sure that was done. It's also the case that we had the Attorney General refer two cases that emerged to the police for investigation. That is what they are doing.  Leadership is about doing the right thing for the country...   

AN: The CIA information that you tried to suppress, the famous Paragraph 168, clearly shows British Intelligence was involved.   

DM: No it doesn't. I'm sorry, that's not true Andrew, and I took extensive measures inside the system to make sure that we lived up to the moral as well as the legal obligation we have. I would not be sitting here if I thought a Labour government had been privy or party to covering up or condoning torture. It's one of the most basic things about our country.   

AN: Why didn't you, if you didn’t think that, why didn't you mount or appoint an independent inquiry?   

DM: Because we had independent inquiries going on. First of all by the Intelligence Services Commissioner. As it happens, Peter Gibson, the man who has now been appointed by David Cameron to do the inquiry if it happens after the mediation ....   

AN: There was no appointment of an independent public inquiry.   

DM: Yes there is.   

AN: Why didn't you...that would have been real leadership.   

DM: No, it wouldn't  because what we did was, one, use the Intelligence Services Commissioner, two, we took exactly the same position as the government, the current government, which is that you cannot have an independent inquiry of the sort that you are requiring while court cases are going on. It's important that court cases are allowed to complete their work, and that is what happened. That's what is happening, it hasn’t finished yet, the court cases...   

AN: Just to finish up on. You have no personal regrets about the manner in which we handled the war on terror in relation to these matters of British complicity. You think that we get a complete clean bill of health, and you have no regrets about how it was handled at all. Is that right?   

DM: No, that's not the position, because in 2005 and 2007 the Intelligence and Security Committee reported what had happened, which is that the Americans changed the rules. They didn't tell us. We work too slow in their words to put two and two together and see what they were doing. They required the British government to update its guidance to its officers to make sure that we coped with the new American approach. That's what we did and we said that very publicly and very clearly....   

AN: So exactly what's your regret?
DM: That we should have been faster in seeing the different bits of the jigsaw that showed that the Americans were doing things that they shouldn't have been doing.   

AN: Do you think this inquiry is going to give you and British intelligence a clean bill of health?   

DM: Yes, I think that beyond the points that...I've seen no evidence that shows beyond what the Intelligence and Security Committee has already shown, that Britain was complicit in anything like the torture that you have talked about.   

-- ends -- 
