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Dear Sir, 

Re: The Fraud Act 2006, s. 1(2)(a) – (fraud by false representation)  

As you are aware, I wrote an open letter to your Director-General and Chief Executive dated 
27 January 2021 inviting him to consider his position in the light of my findings.1 That he has 
not replied suggests he has no defence or believes he can rely on political protection. That 
you have not intervened reinforces my doubts about IISS governance. 

So, being unable to resolve the issues I have raised under the civil law, I now bring a criminal 
complaint against the IISS Trustees and Director-General and Chief Executive (‘DG & CE’): 

My allegation: That the IISS Strategic Dossier, Russia’s Military Modernisation, 
published on 30 September 2020,2 constitutes fraud by false 
representation as defined under section 2 of the Fraud Act 2006 for 
which the IISS Trustees and their DG & CE are principally responsible. 

Investigation: The details are being passed openly to the Serious Fraud Office (‘SFO’) 
and Metropolitan Police due to complicity in the alleged offence by: 
(i) The Charity Commission for England and Wales; and 
(ii) Current and previous English Attorneys General; 
The evidence is taken from three civil law cases which I presented. 

Conflict of interest: This arises from the Attorney General’s superintendence of the SFO.3   

___________________________________________________________________________ 

My Purpose: 

To forewarn the public one more time that the world is heading for another Great Power war.  

As in 1920, the reason is the failure of political institutions to apply ‘an irenical perspective’ even-
handedly. Post-Cold War, the term was first defined in English charity law on 9 October 1998, 
drawing on a United States case of 1917, and affirmed by the Court of Appeal on 28 June 2000. 
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1. Why Does this Matter? 

IISS and its DG & CE have form. On 9 September 2002 IISS published a dossier, Iraq’s 
Weapons of Mass Destruction: A Net Assessment whose contribution was reported on and 
assessed in The Report of the Iraq Inquiry (6 July 2016).  

(i) Legal Background  

In anticipation of just such a scenario as the war with Iraq,4 begun in March 2003, I had 
gained through a charity case concerning the Project on Demilitarisation (‘Prodem’), which I 
had brought before the High Court [1998] and the Court of Appeal [2000], the definitive 
legal framework for education from an ‘irenical perspective’. This has been comprehensively 
analysed elsewhere on my website.5 The relevant legal principle here is political impartiality: 

… the court cannot determine (and should not attempt to determine) whether 
policies adopted by the government of the United Kingdom and other Western 
governments are or are not for the public benefit.6 

So, the true test of a charity’s independence from government is political impartiality. 

(ii) Material Facts  

The Iraq Inquiry authoritatively established that the IISS dossier of 9 September 2002 was: 

 Coordinated with, and used by, the British Government at the highest level;7 
 Highlighted in the Executive Summary of the Government’s dossier of 24 September 

2002 in terms of ‘the IISS suggestion that Iraq would be able to assemble nuclear 
weapons within months if it could obtain fissile material, without reference to the 
material in the main text of the dossier which made clear that the UK took a very 
different view’;8  
 

(iii) My Conclusions 

On IISS: 

a. An IISS dossier, derived without access to the Joint Intelligence Committee’s secret 
intelligence, arrived at a view on Iraqi potential for assembling nuclear weapons that 
went beyond that of the UK Government. It was neither accurate nor dispassionate.9 

b. The IISS dossier thereby helped the UK Government create a climate for war with Iraq 
which, for a charity, was ultra vires the law because international war is always a 
political purpose whose public benefit is not self-evident and cannot be proven.10 

c. The same IISS Director at the time of the dossier of 9 September 2002 is DG & CE today 
and was in September 2020 when IISS published its Strategic Dossier on Russia’s Military 
Modernisation. Their nuclear weapons are real, rather than conjectural. 

On the English charity regulators: 

d. The failure of the Charity Commissioners for England and Wales to inform the charity 
sector, and especially educational bodies like IISS, of the Prodem legal framework and to 
enforce it dispassionately demonstrated their political bias favouring government policy. 

e. The role of the English Law Officers, including the Attorney General at the time of the 
invasion of Iraq in 2003, is addressed in the third legal case described below on page 9.  
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2. Application of the Fraud Act 2006, s. 2 to the IISS Trustees and DG & CE 

The material facts which now form the basis of my allegation under this heading were 
summarised in my letter of 27 January 2021 to the IISS DG & CE in relation to Russia’s 
Military Modernisation (‘IISS Strategic Dossier’) and so do not need to be repeated here.11  

The relevant law on fraud is described in Smith, Hogan and Ormerod’s Criminal Law 
(‘Ormerod’) which I have relied on as an authoritative source.12 Naturally, though, I remain 
fully and solely responsible for my summary and application of that work in this letter, 
written in my capacity as the de facto Law Officer for Public Benefit in England and Wales 
(‘Law PB’) to uphold the legal framework in the Prodem case binding on the lower tribunals. 

(i) Common Elements of the Fraud Offence 

The three forms of the offence of fraud have these common elements:13 

a. The main element of mens rea is that of dishonesty. That term is not defined in the 
Fraud Act 2006 (‘Fraud Act’); instead the common law test applies. Following the 
Supreme Court judgment in Ivey v Genting Casinos UK Ltd (t/a Crockfords Club), 
Ormerod correctly anticipated that the changes to the Ghosh test for dishonesty 
introduced by Ivey, despite being of an obiter nature in a civil case, would also be 
applied by the criminal courts.14 So the reformulated Supreme Court test is: 
 
(1) What was D’s knowledge or belief as to the facts (a subjective test; the 

reasonableness of the belief is a matter of evidence of the belief being genuinely 
held)? 

(2) In light of the conclusion in relation to question (1), was D’s conduct honest or 
dishonest applying the (objective) standards of ordinary decent people?15 

 
On (1), it should be noted that ‘… it is not an additional requirement that the belief 
had to be reasonable; the question is whether it was genuinely held.’ 
On (2), it should be noted that ‘There is no requirement that the defendant must 
appreciate that the conduct was dishonest by those standards.’16 Ormerod has 
helpfully provided a critique of the law as stated in Ivey, which I have considered in 
relation to IISS, including the degree of objectivity required in (2): 

It has been clear for decades that the objective limb of the test… should not 
be altered to accommodate the particular context or market in which the 
alleged acts occurred… That would dilute the test since within certain sectors 
practices can develop that would be regarded as dishonest by all reasonable 
people even though they are adopted within the sector.17 

Ormerod’s interpretation of the Barton case, applying the Ivey test in criminal law, is 
that juries must have regard to evidence of D’s beliefs about the perceptions of 
others on the honesty of his conduct under (1), but it is not to be determinative (2)18 

b. The intent to gain or cause loss or to expose to a risk of loss is limited to gain or loss 
in money or other property, covering all forms including other intangible property.19 
 

c. While the fraud offence is a conduct, not a result-based, crime it is still necessary to 
establish a causal link to the element of intent to gain or cause loss.20 
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(ii) Section 2: Fraud by False Representation 

The requirements to secure a conviction on indictment for a section 2 offence are: 

The actus reus requires proof that D: made a representation, which is untrue or 
misleading, and the mens rea requires proof that D knew the representation was, or 
knew that it might be, false, and he acted dishonestly in making that representation, 
and with intent to gain or cause loss or expose to a risk of loss.21 

Vital to an understanding of the offence, in terms of its operation and scope, is an 
appreciation of the conduct-based nature of liability, as summarised by Ormerod: 

Under s 2, there is no need to prove: a result of any kind; that the alleged victim or 
indeed any person believed any representation; that any person acted on a 
representation; or that D succeeded in making a gain or causing a loss by the 
representation.22 

So, the effect is that the Defendant, D, may be liable for the false representations even 
where they had no bearing on the alleged victim, V.   

 

(a) Time of Commission of the Alleged Offence 

Consequently the s. 2 crime is complete before the moment in time when any person acts in 
response to the false representation.23  

In the case of IISS, the alleged s. 2 offence was committed on 30 September 2020, being the 
date of publication in the United Kingdom of the IISS Strategic Dossier. 

 

(b) The Alleged Victims 

My letter of 27 January 2021 to the IISS DG & CE concluded on page 7: 

Your IISS military database is an invaluable resource which is undoubtedly for the 
public benefit [in the legally charitable sense]. The sole question is over how it was 
applied or, in this case, misapplied. 

Hence the alleged victims in this s. 2 complaint are the potential or actual users of the IISS 
Strategic Dossier of 30 September 2020 (‘V’) whose economic interests may be affected.  

 

(c) The Suspects 

IISS is both a public charity and a limited company. (See page 7 below.) It is axiomatic that 
the Trustees have overall responsibility for the running of a charity. It is also clear that the 
DG & CE is the top manager within IISS and was responsible for the IISS Strategic Dossier. 

The suspects (‘S’) in this case are the IISS Trustees and DG & CE at the time of the 
commission of the alleged offence. Further investigation by the official authorities would be 
needed to ascertain whether any editorial or other staff should also be included as suspects. 
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(d) Actus Reus 

D ‘… made a representation, which is untrue or misleading,’ 

These are questions of fact for the jury (except where the issue is as to the legal effect of a 
document, which would be for the judge to decide.)24 

The written representation, which S in this case made in the IISS Strategic Dossier of 30 
September 2020, is set out on page 2 of my letter to the DG & CE of 27 January 2021, 
particularly with reference to the quotations I have highlighted in italics and the governance 
arrangements described in the closing paragraph of that page. 

A word is necessary to explain why I consider this to be a s. 2, rather than a s. 3 ‘fraud by 
failing to disclose information’, offence. A s.3 offence ‘… is limited to cases in which D is 
under a “legal duty” to disclose information’.25  While educational charities are under a legal 
duty to present both sides of a case concerning a matter of political controversy, that is not 
the principal issue here: the IISS highlighted quotations are, I allege, ‘false representation’. 

The written representation while mainly a question of fact also includes, on the copyright 
page the claim concerning IISS independence of any governments or any political or other 
organisation. This touches on a representation as to ‘law’, i.e.  the legal effect of the Dossier. 

It would be for the judge to decide what ‘independence’ means for a public charity in terms 
of political impartiality, as set out in the Prodem case, drawing on the legal authorities. 
Thereby whether S made a ‘false’ representation as to law on the copyright page of the IISS 
Strategic Dossier. Additionally, the jury then knows the requirements as to material fact. 

The distinction between representations of fact and those of opinion is also important. In 
this case the facts are not equally well known between S and the users of the IISS Strategic 
Dossier, or they would not need to purchase it or subscribe to IISS publications. Deliberate 
misstatements of opinion are no less dishonest than misstatements of other facts – since 
‘whether an opinion is held or not is a fact’. As Ormerod goes on to propose: 

The question now ought to be not ‘Is it a matter of opinion?’ but, ‘If it is a matter of 
opinion, was it D’s real opinion?’ If the opinion is not honestly held there is a 
misrepresentation of fact, for D’s present state of mind is a question of fact.26   

Under s. 2(2)(a) a representation may be false either because it is ‘untrue’ or ‘misleading’.  

The actus reus for my claiming that the representation of S is false in terms of a s. 2 offence 
is set out on page 5 of my letter to the DG & CE of 27 January 2021 both in terms of the 
findings, by analogy with the Prodem case, and the omissions listed as bullet points below.  

Whether under s. 2(2)(b) the person making it knows that it is or might be false takes us to 
the mens rea of the alleged offence, which also has to be established.  

First, though, it must be recognised that the word ‘untrue’ has the ordinary English meaning 
and a certain part of the representation may not be wholly untrue. It is only where D’s use 
of a falsity, even on a peripheral matter in relation to V, can be proven to be dishonest and 
it is by that falsity that he intended to gain or cause loss that D may be convicted.27 On the 
other hand, a statement can be ‘misleading’, even if literally true, by omitting material facts. 
The same caveats apply, as the Fraud Act makes no moral distinctions between the two.  
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(e) Mens Rea 

‘… requires proof that D knew the representation was, or knew that it might be, false, and 
he acted dishonestly in making that representation, and with intent to gain or cause loss or 
expose to a risk of loss.’ 

The knowledge of D is a strict form of mens rea requiring ‘… proof, often by inference, that 
D possessed knowledge of the existence of the falsity of the representation.’ 28 

It will suffice here to take one example – which I regard as the prime one – to demonstrate 
what that state of mind was in this case: 

The mens rea for my claiming that the representation of S is false in terms of a s. 2 offence is 
derived from these two quotes in my letter to the IISS DG & CE of 27 January 2021. The first 
is taken from the IISS Strategic Dossier and the second from my finding on that quote: 

‘”Analysis of the misunderstandings and the missed opportunities of the late 1980s and early 
1990s falls outside the scope of this study, but Moscow’s view of these events continues to 
influence and shape its security policies and its armed forces, the capabilities of which were 
degraded severely by the turmoil of the 1990s.”’ [‘Page 2’, my emphasis] 

‘My four Prodem Briefings, relying partly on IISS data, analysed extensively the balance of 
peaceful methods of conflict resolution in the late 1980s/early 1990s.29 Your omission of 
such “misunderstandings and the missed opportunities” is academically indefensible, 
especially as they are written into the defining legal case relevant to IISS activities. Even 
more so, as my work had a “forward looking… orientation” and pre-dated Vladimir Putin’s 
rise to power in 1999-2000 so it cannot be put down to being simply “Moscow’s view”.’ 
[‘Page 5’, second bullet point] 

In particular, as Prodem Briefing A/1 summarises data extensively from the IISS, The Military 
Balance 1992-1993,30 which is drawn from their own database, it is impossible for S to deny 
extensive knowledge of facts relevant to the IISS Strategic Dossier (September 2020). The 
state of mind of S is one of deliberately wishing to omit from their Dossier evidence that 
might counteract or offset the prevailing message concerning ‘… the nature and extent of 
any challenge that Moscow’s more capable armed forces pose to European security.’31 

Applying the Ivey/Barton test described in 2(i)a. above, part (1) based on Ss’ knowledge of 
the facts, S could not have a genuine opinion that their ‘Page 2’ statement was wholly true 
and not misleading. They must, therefore, have known it to be false especially as no reason 
is given for claiming ‘Page 5’ omissions fall ‘… outside the scope of this study…’ 

Taking part (2) of the Ivey/Barton test, I submit that by ‘applying the (objective) standards of 
ordinary decent people’, not IISS standards,32 the conduct of S would be found dishonest. 
Moreover, it was by that falsity (and others not described here) that S intended: 

 To cause a loss to the IISS military database whose undoubted public benefit requires 
application in a politically impartial way, as judicially defined in the Prodem case, not the 
historically partisan and one-sided way of the IISS Strategic Dossier; and 

 To gain financially by presenting that Dossier as objective and impartial when they knew 
it was not, or might not be. 

This matter of intending to gain or cause loss takes us to IISS governance arrangements. 



7 
 
(f) IISS Governance 

One advantage of IISS being both registered with the Charity Commission and with 
Companies House is that information from each can be compared and contrasted. This 
required Freedom of Information (‘FoI’) requests to be submitted to the Charity Commission 
on 24 April 2021 and 19 May 2021 so that I had the fullest possible disclosure.  

The material facts are as follows: 

19 Feb 2008 IISS EGM adopts new objects, with the consent of the Charity Commission, in 
their Memorandum of Association and new Articles of Association (‘M&A’).33 

9 Apr 2019 IISS Meeting of Members passes a resolution adopting Articles of Association 
which replace the existing [2008 Memorandum and] Articles of Association, 
‘subject to the consent of the Charity Commission’.34 

2 May 2019 Charity Commission sends an email to IISS acknowledging the Governing 
Document update by the Trustees. However, it warned that changes to 
certain clauses like dissolution were not valid without Commission consent 
which would require a new application. The Commission confirmed to me on 
16 June 2021 it does not hold a copy of the new IISS Articles (unlike previous 
amendments dating back to the M&A incorporated on 20 November 1958).35 

16 May 2019 Companies House register for IISS holds a copy of the IISS resolution of 9 April 
and the (new) Articles of Association.36   

Both the validity of the Articles adopted on 9 April 2019, and their application, are in doubt: 

First, IISS has not fulfilled the terms of its own resolution of 9 April 2019 even if your legal 
advisers, Stone King LLP, have signed off to Companies House that ‘… restrictions to change 
articles have been observed’. The dissolution clause 17 is different to the wording of the 
2008 M of A, clauses 7-8. The new clauses 5.1 to 5.9 on handling of benefits and conflicts of 
interest for Trustees allow of various exceptions which may be controversial. (The words in 
clause 5.3.1 ‘Error! Reference source not found’ also do not inspire confidence.) Overall, it 
is highly undesirable that the Charity Commission has not had the opportunity to consider 
and approve the new Articles (2019) whose validity, on your own terms, must be in doubt. 

Secondly, the very first new powers of the Charity (IISS) are: 

4.1  to generate carefully researched facts and data to support objective analysis of 
international security and strategic issues and foster a better-informed public 
debate. 

I respectfully submit that this letter demonstrates that the Charity is operating ultra vires its 
own Governing Instrument. Moreover, with respect to the IISS Strategic Dossier, there is no 
indication that the ‘Charity Trustees have control of the Charity and its property and funds’ 
(clause 6.1). It is under the DG & CE’s control.37 The ‘worldwide membership’, referred to on 
the copyright page of this Strategic Dossier, have disappeared from the ‘Interpretation’ of 
the new Articles whereas they were recognised as ‘Subscribing Members’ in the 2008 M&A.  

Thirdly, the claim in the IISS Annual Report 2020 that ‘The Institute’s Articles of Association 
reflect current best practices… and recognise the fiduciary responsibilities carried by the 
Institute’s Trustees’ is part of what I allege to be Ss’ s. 2 false representation.38 
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(iii) Complicity of Charity Regulators 

It is a mitigating factor in my case against S that two governmental bodies have ignored, 
misrepresented or misapplied the Prodem legal case to create a climate for dishonesty 
within English and Welsh charities especially amongst educational bodies like IISS. By that 
falsity they intended to cause loss, or expose to the risk of loss, of intangible property for 
the public benefit of advancing international peace, and financial gain for the perpetrators.   

(a) Charity Commission for England and Wales 

The 2008 M&A of IISS from Companies House (but not the one sent by the Charity 
Commission) has, at the end of the Articles, a letter dated 24 January 2008 from the 
Commission to Farrer & Co., the IISS lawyers at the time, concerning revised IISS objects. It 
states that ‘… the Commission’s approach to the promotion of conflict resolution as a 
charitable purpose is set out in the Concordis decision.’39 As the Commission is well aware, 
one of their decisions does not and cannot replace the higher authority of the Prodem case.   

The Commission’s state of mind is further revealed by their Concordis decision of 23 July 
2004 on the application of Concordis International Trust for registration as a charity: 

- The original objects proposed by Concordis contained three references to 
‘peace’;40 

- The Commission’s section 7 on ‘Conflict resolution, the promotion of peace and 
political purposes’ refers to the Prodem case but omits paragraphs 22 and 26 of 
Carnwath J’s Prodem judgment, endorsed by the Court of Appeal (and myself) on 
an ‘irenical perspective’ – the term itself being eschewed. However, it does prove 
that IISS was aware of the Prodem case cited as ‘Southwood [& Parsons] v. AG’.41 

- Their Conclusion re-wrote the final objects of Concordis to eliminate any 
reference to ‘peace’, whose acceptance permitted its registration as a charity.42  

Specifically, with respect to IISS, the Charity Commission’s letter to Farrer & Co. in 2008: 

 Did not, apparently, review any IISS publications for evidence of political bias but did rely 
on UK government departments’ support for IISS and its persuasiveness in resolving 
international conflicts, which might well conflict with the views of some foreign States. 

 Made no reference to the importance of competing analyses in academic reports, which 
featured strongly in the Prodem case.43 This, with the judicial endorsement of an 
‘irenical perspective’ to promote public benefit, ensured the registration of the 
International Peace Project2000 (IPP) on 6 February 2004 (charity no. 1101966) and its 
‘Peace Games’ to continue the major part of Prodem’s work. IISS, on the other hand, is 
anti-competitive and used to promote the views of those exercising editorial control.44 

 Gave no attention to the Subscribing Members, consisting only of experts who are 
vetted for admission, and whether the 2008 M&A, especially clauses 4(a), (b) and (c), 
gave the Trustees such powers; and the consistency of the same with public benefit.45 

 Did not consider, in relation to the preceding points, whether the revised IISS Objects 
could be achieved when there was no proven Trustee expertise in forward-thinking.  

In terms of financial gains, the latest annual accounts show that the highest paid IISS 
employee received emoluments between £610,001 to £620,000 in FY2020, which may 
include a discretionary performance-based bonus payment.46   
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Yet further evidence of the Charity Commission’s state of mind is to be derived from the 
second legal case I presented, this time on behalf of the IPP Trustees in 2008/09.47 During 
the Prodem appeal hearing on 10 March 2000 I had referred to evidence of a charity called 
The Atlantic Council of the United Kingdom promoting NATO. The Appeal judges in a directly 
analogous ratio to that applied to Prodem stated: 

Nor, conversely, could the court recognise as charitable a trust to educate the public 
to an acceptance that war is best avoided by collective security through the 
membership of a military alliance – say, NATO.48 

Those Trustees honestly admit their political position on their website: 

The Atlantic Council of the United Kingdom is an independent non-governmental 
charity organisation whose purpose is to and [sic] educate and promote the values of 
peace and international order, as underpinned in the North Atlantic Treaty from 
1949.49 

On the other hand, the lengths to which the Charity Commission was prepared to go to keep 
this body on the register is revealed by extensive documentation before, during and after 
the case before the Administrative Court. Their initial decision, being challenged on grounds 
of being Wednesbury unreasonable and/or involving procedural bias, was: 

That the Trustees of the International Peace Project do not have standing to make a 
request to the Commission to remove The Atlantic Council of the United Kingdom 
from the register of charities under section 4 of the Charities act 1993.50 

This case, too, has been reviewed elsewhere on my website.51 It had to be abandoned 
because of misconduct by the Commission and their legal representatives assisted by the 
second judge (a party politician). In 2012 I made a complaint to the Metropolitan Police 
alleging misconduct in public office by senior officials of the Charity Commission, their legal 
representatives and the second judge in the IPP case (who cannot be prosecuted). The Met 
accepted that a criminal offence may have been committed by Commission officials, if not 
their legal representatives, but considered the task of prosecuting the case faced too great a 
set of obstacles to be worth attempting.52 All this evidence of Commission dishonesty is 
available whose effect has been a loss of judicially-defined public benefit and financial gain 
for those organisations promoting or assisting UK government policy on international peace.  

The Director of the SFO, though, has no need to investigate a possible s. 2, 3 or 4 (‘fraud by 
abuse of position’) case against the Charity Commission.53 For a successful prosecution of 
the IISS Trustees and DG & CE (‘S’), or deferred prosecution agreement, would demonstrate 
that the Commission created by the Charities Act 2006 had undermined the rule of law.54 

(b) English Attorneys General 

A third legal case, one which I brought against Lord Goldsmith in 2018 after the publication 
of the Iraq Inquiry report in July 2016 and the discontinuation of the potential case by the 
Iraq War Families Campaign Group in December 2017, concerned this ‘Decision’:  

Failure to act as Law Officer, in his advice to the UK government on the legality of the 
invasion of Iraq, by omitting from his deliberations an ‘irenical perspective’ as 
previously defined in law and revealed in The Report of the Iraq Inquiry.55 
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A Court of Appeal judge endorsed my case as being ‘totally without merit’ but did not refer 
to the Prodem case at the core of the ‘Decision’. Details of his decision are on my website.56 
It establishes beyond argument that the English Law Officers oppose the application of an 
‘irenical perspective’, despite its emphatic Appeal Court endorsement in the Prodem case.    

Additionally, the Appeal Court judge gave no reason, let alone a good reason, why my 
proposed reference to the police of alleged offences under the Perjury Act 1911, by the 
current Attorneys General during the case (Jeremy Wright QC and then Geoffrey Cox QC) 
aided and abetted by Lord Goldsmith, was ‘misconceived’. Rather than admit error in the 
signing of their Acknowledgement of Service form as ‘defendant’ by the Treasury Solicitor, 
the Attorneys General (with Lord Goldsmith) chose to commit offences under the Perjury 
Act 1911. A summary of the factual and legal basis behind my allegation is on my website.57 

I submit that, if English Law Officers had wished to override the legal framework in the 
Prodem case, the constitutionally right way to do this would have been to legislate through 
Parliament. Instead, they chose to subvert the rule of law with the (willing or unwilling) 
assistance of the same Court of Appeal that had endorsed an irenical perspective as a basis 
for education in the legally charitable sense. IISS, and other charities that assist government 
policy, benefit from this political protection and the climate for dishonesty it encourages. 

 

3. Conclusion 

While fraud is a conduct crime the harmful results are well-illustrated by the Charity 
Commission’s Concordis decision in 2004. Eliminating ‘peace’ from the objects clause of this 
body, whose work was focused on Sudan,58 also helped remove any prospects there might 
have been that Concordis activities, alongside other well-meaning initiatives, could 
contribute to a state of peace instead of the civil war that South Sudan plunged into soon 
after its independence from Sudan in 2011. By its fraudulent concoction, this Commission 
legal framework in place of the English courts’ expert one in the Prodem case, created a 
climate for dishonesty. The users of Concordis’ work in what became South Sudan were 
inadvertently misled on the basis for ‘… securing a state of peace and avoiding a state of 
war’59 contributing indirectly to a loss of life, not just livelihoods, and financial gain for the 
Commission in perpetrating its fraud upon an unsuspecting public at home and abroad.  

Contrast this outcome with that of the Prodem case. Like a house built on rock instead of 
sand, the Court of Appeal – not the Charity Commission – rewrote the Prodem objects (for 
IPP) to fit with its main activities and the Court of history has shown how Prodem Briefing 
A/1 foresaw in 1993 most Conclusions to the IISS Strategic Dossier on Russia in 2020. Yet 
IISS’s work, whose objects are also founded on the Concordis decision, makes no reference 
to Briefing A/1 as I pointed out at length in my previous letter of 27 January 2021. Unlike the 
Concordis Trustees, the IISS Trustees and DG & CE are suspects, S, in my criminal complaint.   

My case is set out in pages 4 to 7 above, especially in the boxed sections affecting S. If the 
Director of the SFO (or the Met) decides to investigate this further I will, of course, 
cooperate fully and ask other interested parties to do so, too. This would be to establish 
whether the evidential stage can be met in relation to a charge under the Fraud Act 2006.60 
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The public interest arguments for pursuing this proposed case arise directly from those of 
public benefit.61 Normally they would be considered after the evidential stage but the 
unusual nature of this case merits giving some preliminary consideration to these points: 

(a.) The Promotion of Peace 

It was self-evidently for the public benefit, and therefore in the public interest, that the 
judicial framework for advancing international peace (an ‘irenical perspective’) was upheld. I 
am primarily responsible for ensuring this happened in the 21 years since the Prodem 
judgment of the Court of Appeal on 28 June 2000. The Charity Commission’s Concordis 
decision (and much other evidence I have) proves beyond argument that it sought, in its 
formations before and after the Charities Act 2006,62 to deliberately subvert the rule of law 
for its own reputation which was unreasonable, unlawful, and unconstitutional conduct. 

IISS cannot claim ignorance of the Prodem case, which would be no defence anyway,63 and S 
have no lawful basis, in view of the IISS mission,64 for wanting to act contrary to its precepts.  

(b.) Education 

While IISS was not bound to adopt an irenical perspective in its publications, and I previously 
credited their DG & CE and staff with expertise and sincerity,65 this cannot save S from the 
charge of dishonesty just as if I had been unable to defend not only the sincerity of my 
position, acknowledged by the Court of Appeal,66 that Prodem’s object was not to secure 
peace by ‘demilitarisation’ but also its honesty.67 Every educated person knows that any 
form of dishonesty is fatal to education in the legally charitable sense.68 When, as in the IISS 
case, it is linked to loss of public benefit, or exposure to risk of loss, of its military database 
and financial gain arising from that falsity, then any claim to objectivity and impartiality is 
fraudulent. The public benefit, and thus the public interest, demands the case be 
prosecuted, if the evidence warrants, in the absence of a deferred prosecution agreement.   

(c.) A Climate for Peace (or War) 

The essence of genuine education is putting the public in the position, starting from neutral 
information, to support or oppose a particular political proposal.69 The Prodem case 
accepted that publics generally now prefer a state of peace to a state of war. Thus, any 
evaluation of a potential war situation must be by competitive evaluation to both defend 
academic freedom under the law to question conventional wisdom and to prevent experts 
using their academic positions (or judges their courts) to promote their own political views. 
The failure of the IISS Iraq’s WMD Dossier to meet that standard in 2002 has occurred again 
with their Strategic Dossier in 2020, in both cases arising from lack of political impartiality.    

The public benefit, and so the public interest, requires the prosecution of this case because 
otherwise the public cannot make an informed choice on whose analysis is closest to the 
truth. In particular, IPP has demonstrated since 2002 that promoting a climate for peace can 
be achieved in a legally charitable way whereas IISS has promoted a climate for war in the 
case of Iraq and Russia which is obviously illegal for a charitable body. 

Even if the SFO (or Met) do not proceed to investigate and consider prosecution of S, I do 
not see how IISS can survive, in its present form, my complaint of dishonesty and fraud 
unless it can be refuted. You chose to ignore the civil case. It will avail nothing with this case.   
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For as the dark clouds of another Great Power war gather with the inexorable logic of the 
Prodem legal case, in a world as unprepared as it was for the current pandemic, I will 
continue – Deo volente – to expose any future dishonesty in IISS publications or elsewhere 
in the common law world. So confident have I become in my method of analysing 
international conflicts, first tested in the Prodem case, that I am willing to take on up to 40 
self-styled experts – say, 10 in each of four major potential armed conflicts – to test my 
method and conclusions against theirs according to the verdict of the ‘Court of history’. For 
if the rule of law in education, founded on an irenical perspective, cannot be restored then 
the casualties in the populations of the United Kingdom, its allies and their potential foes 
could make this pandemic’s look relatively small70 – all because of a refusal to admit error!  

Yours faithfully, 

 
 
Peter M. Southwood (Dr) 
Law Officer for Public Benefit in England and Wales 
(de facto but not yet de jure) 

Note by author – I am fully and solely responsible for the contents of this letter. 
 
cc  Lisa Osofsky 
 Director, Serious Fraud Office 

 Assistant Commissioner Neil Basu 
 Specialist Operations, Metropolitan Police 

 

 Rt Hon Michael Ellis QC MP 
 Attorney General 

  Board Members 
 Charity Commission for England and Wales 

 Trustees and Director-General & Chief Executive 
 International Institute for Strategic Studies 

 

Distribution 

This letter can be copied to those who are or may be interested provided it is done in full, 
without amendment or financial charge. The letter may also be quoted with due 
acknowledgement. 

Privacy Notice 

Copies of this letter, which are posted to named individuals or officials, are sent because I 
have a legitimate interest in the matters raised therein.  

Otherwise, the database used for the circulation of this letter is entirely impersonal, i.e. it 
has no named persons but only postholders in various institutions.  
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