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Further to our telephone conversation last week

2=l I now enclose the only paper which Mr Callaghan
appears to have seen while Home Secretary
concernlng the alleged 'coup' attempt in

1068 - 1969,
y/\:\/? A/wu’

L P WRIGHT
(Private Secretary)

D J Wright Esq.
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¥ Iny&ui‘ letter of 31 Marck, you asked for a draft
reply to a letter from Ted Leadbitter MP to the Prime
Minister about the 1968 "coup". I attach a draft which
has been cleared with both the Home Oiffice and the

Security Service.

D J Wright

6 April 1981
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DRAFT LETTER TO MR, TED LEADBITTER, MP

eI

Thank you for your letter of 30th March.

The reference to the Security Commission which 1
announced in my statement on 26th March is for a review of
the security procedures and practices currently followed in
the public service, and they will not be inquiring into
allegations about past events.

In any case, I do not think that the allegations to
which you refer call for a public inquiry. The three surviving
participants have all given their accounts of what is supposed
to have passed at the meeting in question, and I have seen
nothing in these accounts or anywhere else to suggest that

there was anything that came even remotely near to being a

serious conspiracy to undermine or overthrow Parliamentary

democracy.




celrs

HOUSE OF COMMONS
LONDON S.W.1.A. 0.A.A.

The Prime Minister,
10 Dovwning Streetsy
London S.Wel. 30th, Mart8l,

Dear Mrs, Thatcher,

The gllegations made in the press recehtly
regarding discuusions involving Cecil King, Mr. P. Cudlip,
Mr. S. Zuckerman and Lord Mougtbattem suggesting the
subvertion of a democratically elected Government in 1968
in the view of many represents an act of treachery.

While you are not responsible for what is
reported inthe press it is quite clear from the statements
mede by Sir Harold Wilson and others that there must
be now some action to get at the factse Either an
attempt to plan the overthrow of a Government existed
or it did note. The nation must know if it is one or the

othere Giving evidence to the Security Commision

is not enough. I understand from the press today ithat view
has been made,

Obviously from the statements already
made from some of the people concerned, and in 1975, thai
perhaps more than one of the influential charcaters
concerned are not telling the truth. That in itself must
be purposely dealt with.

I believe the nation has now had enough
of cover-ups in high places, Serious offenc«s have been
committed without punishment for a selected few who seem
+0 considerthemselves ahove the law, Some appear to have
made money at it. Indeed some involved in the subvertion
talks mey Still Be in high office. A specific investigatior
ss needed and if the facts support a n act of treachery
then action should be taken. If not then some foails

should be exposed.. Yours sincerely,

L *;‘1/7/ﬁaﬁ;‘
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary

March 1981 / |
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I attach the letter to—the Prlme Minister

from Ted Leadbitter M.P. about the 1968 '"coup"
which we have been expecting. I should be

grateful if you could suggest a draft answer
for the Prime Minister to send to Mr

. Leadbitter,
to reach us here by Thursday 9 April.

Mo e

N'i cle

David Wright, Esq.,
Cabinet Office.
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e Minister
n ‘coup’ attempt SIS

by Simon Freeman, Barrie Penrose and Colin Simpson

tomorTeow. 1o al
shieré were plans in 1968 for a
military coup - to overthrow
Harold Wilson®s Labour govern-
ment. ; TR :
Ted Leadbitter, a Labour MP
whose guestion in late 1979 ded
to. WMrs- - Thatcher’s Commons
stafement nanfing Anthony Blunt
as. a former Soviet agent, ;has
tabled 2 gquestion asking “if “the
prime minister * is satisfied with
the arrangements for derecting
any plafis to subvert the elecfed

government and if she will.make

a statement™ } :

¥ eadbitter, who has already
written to Mrs Thatcher reguest-
ing a full investigation into the
allegation, says_ he expects-a
“ writfen, considered answer ” Xa
his formal question. . =

So far Mrs Thatcher has not
commented publicly, on 1he
allegations. But there has been
reaction thrsughout the world
to .last week’s report .im. The
Sunday ‘Times, . This revealed
that
security service, had investigated

a military coup plot and bhad

reported the details, including
the names of. some of ..the
alleped plotters, to the then

home secretary, -~ James
Callaghan. . g _
According to Sir ‘Marun

Furnival Jones, who" was head
of M15 at the time, no ‘action
was taken =against any. of ‘the
conspirators — who included at
least one major:generdl, other
military officers and some civil
servants—although he thought
that some may have been “re-
primanded.”

M15, * Britdin’s domestic .

Last week's Sunday Times re-
port also described a aneehing
in 1968 betfween Lord Mount-
batten, Cecil. Xing, then chair-
man of the TPC mewspaper
group,
Hugh Cudlipp, King’s successor
at 1PC. -

Although the details of that
Mmeeting are disputed, there is no
doubt that there was talk about
Mountbatten’s possible role if
+he Wilson administration could
no longer govern. At that period,
spme pebple believed the country

_swas.on the brink-of civil disorder

and perhaps a general strike.

Last _week, however,” Jones
was reported by The Times as
saving that he had not disclosed
details of the investigation -and
that we had misquoted him on
« 2 number of guite important
particulars® We have since
written to him, pointing out that
this is incorrect.

In an extensive interview, he
bad told us that it was * correct™
that people had talked dbout a

“coup. Asked who thHese "people

were,  the said: ™ Military, €ivil
servants . . . mostly miktary.”
They were mnot junior' officers,
like captains: “Ohb, me, more
senior than that .. . There was
oné major-general.” &
While «escribing those ton-
cerned as a “pretty Jlooney
crew.” he considered the matter
serious enough to report it.;
e don’t Tecall the RAF or
navy being ipvolved. Just army.
I don’t confess to be ablé to re-
flect their minds. I suppose they
were thinking .the country was
becoming ungovernable. 1 never
worried about these things. If

Lord Zuckerman and’

Jones: a report

vou worried about things you’

be dead” he said. :
Jones tonfirmed, ~however,
that he did not tell the prime

‘minister but, insread, followed

protocol - by tTeporfing to ius
direct superior, the home $ecre-
tary., ‘Sir~ Harold ® Wilson, * who
confirmed last ‘Sunday’s dllega-
tions that “there had been 1alk
of a coup by people “high up
in the press,” did not learn what
had happened ‘until February
1976. -
According to Lady Falkender,
his - former "politcdl ‘secretary,
Wilson dearnt about-the plot at
a luncheon at. the Savoy hotel
given by - the  Parliamentary
and Scientific Committee.
Zuckerman + had menfioned .a
forthcoming ‘book by -Cudlipp
which included a passage about
the King-Mountbatien meeting
in 1968. Lady Falkender said
Cudlipp - talked ipn_the 3manu-
script about machineé guns being
placed in Londgn’s sreets,
Wilson - immediately tried to

Jocate Lady Falkender, who was

in the hotel. She said: “ When
he heard it, he was @bsolutely
bursting. We had-. had it con-
firmed, s0 %o speak, in detail.”.

Although many people. in
government at the fime seem
sceptical about the seriousness of
the plot, Zuckerman was wery
cautious when he discussed the
matter in 1977. Talking irom
TLondon zod to two Journalists,
Barrie  Penrose . and _Roger
Courtfiour, he clearly believed it
was a highrisk occupation %o
speak @bout it on open télephone
lines, and spoke of the call being
monitored by the Cabinet Office.

/‘7‘-"
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HOME NEWS

Earl Mountbatten with Lord Zuckerman : Who spoke of trea

THE TIMES FRIDAY APRIL 3 1981

SO

chery ?—and Mr Cecil King with Lord Cudlipp : Who asked for the meeting ?

Tountbatten and the coup that wasn’t quite

By Louis Heren, David Nicholson-Lord, Craig Seton, Stewart Tendler and Dan van der Vat

Thirteen years ago, when—it
was revealed this week—Sir
Harold Wilson feared a high
level coup was being plotted
against his government, his
most vehement opponent in the
Press, Mr Cecil Harmsworth
King made an entry in his diary
which is crucial to unravelling
the controversy.

It was made on May 8, 1968.
Tt is not in the published ver-
sion and has remained secret
until today. Mr King has re-
vealed his handwritten note to
The Times to shed light on the
role of Lord Mountbatten, Lord
Zuckerman, then chief scienti-
fic adviser to the government,
and himself. He was then
chairman of the group owning
the Daily Mirror.

The entry describes a meet-
ine at 2 Kinnerton Street, Bel-
sravia, the London house of
Farl Mountbatten of Burma :

Hugh and T called on Dickle
Mountbatten at his request at
his flat at 4.30. He insisted
that Solly Zuckerman should
be there. Dickie spoke of him
as a man of invincible integ-
rity and as one of the greatest
brains in the world. . . .

Solly seemed embarrassed by
this and hurried away as soon
as he decently could. Dickie
does not really have his ear
to the ground or understand
nolitics. After Solly had gone,
Mopunthatten said he had been
lunching at the Horse Guards
and that morale in the armed
farces had never been so low.

He said the Queen was re-
ceiving an unprecedented num-
ber of petitions, all of which
have to be passed on to the
Home Office. According to
Dickie, she is desperately wor-
ried over the whole situation,

He is obviously close to
her and she is spending this
weekend at Broadlands. He
asked if T thought there was
anything he should do. My
theme was that there might
be a stage in the future when
the Crown would have to in-
tervene ;: there might be a
stage when the armed forces
were important.

Dickie should keep himself
out of public view so as to
have clean hands if either
emergency should arise in
the future. He has no wish
to intervene anyway.

Mr King said he had not pre-
viously revealed his diary
entry because he regarded it
all as confidential, * especially
the part about the Queen. . . .
I have mentioned it now be-
cause of all this nonsense about
plots.”

The present controversy cen-
tres upon that meeting over tea
in Belgravia during days of
economic crisis for Wilson’s
government. One account has
King initiating the meeting,
seeking to enlist Mountbatten
as a national leader and being
denounced for * treachery” by
Zuckerman. Lady Falkender,
Wilson’s former political sec-
retary, suggests that Lord
Mountbhatten, instead of being
an innocent and shocked list-
ener to King, was ‘“ a prime
mover ” in the supposed coup.

We have traced the origins
of the meeting to a chance en-
counter at the Albert Hall
earlier in 1968, during the re-
union of the Burma Star
Association,

Sir Edward Pickering, then
the editorial director ~of the
Mirror Group, was invited by
Lord Mountbatten to join him
on the platform. They were old
friends. Sir Edward happened
to say that Mr Hugh (now
Tord) Cudlipp, who also knew
Mountbatten, was with his boat
onn the Solent that weekend
(Saturday, May 4).

Mountbatten said he would
like to talk to Mr Cudlipp
about various things. Cudlipp

M doms trugha,,
Thank you for your letter and enclosure of 4th November,

which I had the opportunity of discussing with Solly as we bpth
happened to be in London on Wednesday evenings '

- our deseription of the interview is incomplete and {naceurate,

' He then left, )

Part of the letter (left) that Lord Mountbatten wrote to Hu

was then editorial director of
the Mirror group. Sir Edward
passed the message on, and Mr
Cudlipp arranged by telephone
to lunch with Mountbatten at
his Hampshire mansion,
Broadlands, on Sunday, May 5.

In his book, Walking on the
Water, published in 1976, Cud-
lipp said Mountbatten’s name
came up in a subsequent Sat
urday morning thinking session
he had with Mr King. He also
said that King—then canvassing
Cabinet Ministers and others
about the failures of the Wilson
government—thought a meet-
ing with Mountbatten might be
propitious.

Mountbatten’s son-in-law,
Lord Brabourne, insists today

also that it was Mr King who

wanted to see Mountbatten. Mr
King told us at his home in the
Dublin suburb of Donnybrook
this week: * Cudlipp gave me
a message that Mountbatten
wanted me to call at his private
house. I did not know why he
wanted to see me; there was
an invitation from Mountbatten
to both of us to see him at his
private flat in London.”

Lord Cudlipp told The Times
this week that he brought about
the famous meeting at his
Broadlands lunch. “ These two
people were concerned about
the country in their different
ways and I thought it would be
a good idea if they met and
discussed their views, That was
what it was all about.”

Mountbatten called
it ‘dangerous
nonsense’

Lord Brabourne told The
Times that he clearly remem-
bered a conversation with his
father-in-law concerning the
forthcoming meeting with Mr
King. “ We were worried about
what was going to be discussed.
We had read Mr King’s articles
[condemning the Wilson
government| and it was sugges-
ted that Lord Mountbatten
should have a witness.”

Lord ‘Brabourne therefore
telephoned the then Sir Solly
Zuckerman on the morning of
the meeting : King and Cudlipp
were already invited ; Zucker-
man now accepted an invitation
to attend also.

There are several versions of
what happened next. The only
contemporary description comes
from Mr King:; the only con-
temporary comment from Lord
Mountbatten, who, according to
Lord Brabourne, dismissed the
whole affair as “dangerous
nonsense ® in his private day
diary for the time,

Lord Cudlipp’s account in
Walking on the Water reads:

He [King] spoke with his

accustomed candour. He did
the talking and I sat back in
my chair to observe the
reaction, detecting an in-
creasing concern on the part

T have discussed this with Solly and my Private Secretary, John
‘Barratt, who was coming down from his office and had reached the
Janding to my sitting room when he heard Solly make his statement,

All three of us agree that Solly said words to this effect: "This
s rank treachery. All this talk of machine guns at street'comers
is appalling. Iam 2 public servant and will haye nothing to do with
it, nor should you Dickie", I expressed my agreement with him,

of the two listeners, He
explained that in the crisis
he foresaw as being just
around the corner the Gov-
ernment would disintegrate,
+here would be bloodshed in
the streets, the armed forces
would be involved.

The people would be look-
ing to somebody like Lord
Mountbatten as the titular
head of a new administration,
somebody renowned as a
leader of men who would be
capable, backed by the best
brains and administrators 1n
the land, to restore public
confidence.

He ended with a question
to Mountbatten—would he
agree to be the titular head of
a new administration in such
circumstances?

It is at this point in the
Cudlipp version that the meet-
ing ends dramatically with talk
of treachery:

Mountbatten turned to his
friend : “Solly, vou haven’t
said a word so far. What do
vou think of all this??”

Sir Solly rose, walked to the
door, opened it and then made
this statement : “This is rank
treachery. All this talk of
machine guns at street corners
is appalling. I am a public
servant and will have nothing
to do with it. Nor should you,
Dickie.” Mountbatten  ex-
pressed his agreement and Sir
Solly departed.

Only a minute or two
elapsed between Zuckerman’s
departure and King’s. Lord
Mountbatten was, as always in
my experience, courteous but
firm : he explained explicitly
but briefly that he entirely
agreed with Solly and that
that sort of role, so far as he
was concerned, was ‘simply
not on .

There is a curious history to
the Zuckerman accusation of
treachery which Mr King insists
was never made: “I think if I
had been accused of treason in
such circumstances by a man
like that I would have remem-
bered it ”. The material was in
fact supplied to Cudlipp by
Mountbatten. i

Lord Cudlipp gave The Times
a copy of a letter to him from
Lord Mountbatten dated Novem-
ber 6, 1975, one year almost to
the day before the Cudlipp book
was published. It refers to the
submission by Cudlipp of part
of his manuscript for comment.

“ Your description of the in-
terview is incomplete and in-
accurate,” Lord Mountbatten
wrote, He had discussed it with
his private secretary and Zuck-
erman, and ‘“All three of
us agree that Solly said words
to this effect: ¢This is rank
treachery. All this talk of
machine guns at street corners
is appalling. T am a public ser-
vant and will have nothing to
do with it, nor should you
Dickie. I expressed my agree-
ment with him. He then left . ..

“ Not more than a minute or
two elapsed between Solly’s

|

departure and yours. I was
merely courteous and explained
explicitly and briefly that I
entirely agreed with Solly and
that sort of role, so far as I was
concerned, was °‘simply not
on’”, Lord Mountbatten wrote.
Lord Cudlipp was clearly happy
to accept without question Lord
Mountbatten’s version, as his
book shows.

Asked about the extent ‘to
which Lord Mountbatten’s letter
(reproduced in part on ]tlus
page) had altered his original
draft, Lord Cudlipp said: “I
cannot now trace or recall the
minor additions and adjust-
ments made to my draft.

“ They concerned details in
my narrative. The principal
contribution was an extended
version of Lord Zuckerman’s
remarks when departing from
the meeting. The final version
was what we had agreed.”

Lord Zuckerman told The
Times that Mr King was already
with Lord Mountbatten when he
(Zuckerman) arrived : he
remembers the meeting as last-
ing 10 to 15 minutes against Mr
King’s recollection of 30 to 45
minutes. Mr King says: “ I went
to hear what Mountbatten -had
to say. I did not go to express
my views. I just listened.”

But Zuckerman recalls :

“I did not know what it was
about, and was dumbfounded
and silent when I heard King,
who was the only one who was
talking. Cudlipp kept his trap
shut the whole time.”

His recollection was that Mr
King began by saying that the
Government could not continue,
and wa w

ey

Lord Mountbatten’s London
house : Where there was
said to be accusation of
* treachery ”.

LoALLIUILS; UETECTINg an 1Ndreasing concern on the part of The
listeners. He explained that in the crisis he foresaw as being just
around the corner the Government would disintegrate, there would
be bloodshed in the streets, the armed forces would be involved. The
people would be looking to somebody like Lord Mountbatten as the
tittlar head of a new administration, somebody renowned as a
leader of men who would be capable, backed by the best brains and
administrators in the land, to restore public confidence. He ended
with a question to Mountbatten-would he agree 10 be the titular
head of a new administration in such circumstances?

Mountbatten turned to his friend: ‘Solly, you haven’t said a
word so far. What do you think of all this?’,

Sir Solly rose, walked to the door, opened it, and. then made this
statement: “This is rank treachery. All this talk of machine guns at
street corners is appalling, I ama public servant and will have nothing
to do with it. Nor should you, Dickie.” Mountbatten expressed his
agreement and Sir.Solly departed.

gh Cudlipp, who then published his description of the incident

two

and order. There would be
riots, bloodshed, and machine
guns at street corners.

“To me, the whole thing
sounded like James Bond. There
was nothing that I was aware
of in the state of the country
at the time that suggested
public disorder.

“When Mountbatten said:
“Solly, you are silent’, I liter-
ally did not even bother to
speak from the chair. I stood
up, and said: ‘This is rank
treachery.” ”

Lord Zuckerman interestingly
added that he had never seen
the Mountbatten letter to Cud-
lipp asking him to correct his
manuscript. When asked this
week : “ You were not asked to
agree with it in any way?”,
T.ord Zuckerman replied: “ No,
I read what Cudlipp had writ-
ten, but did not see what
Mountbatten had written. 1
would have a copy of it if I
had, I certainly have not.”

Cecil King : ‘I may
make mistakes but I
am not a lunatic’

There is one other witness to
part of the proceedings, Mr
John Barratt, who was Lord
Mountbatten’s private secre-
tary.

“T do remember coming
down the stairs, and as Lord
Zuckerman was walking out of
the drawing room I heard him
making some remark to the
effect that this is treason or
treachery. He walked out and
in a matter of seconds Lord
Mountbatten called me and
asked me to see Mr King out.
Hugh Cudlipp went with Mr
King. That was the end of it.

“Lord Mountbatten told me
what had happened and said it
was something in which he
was not prepared to become
involved. I remember his say-
ing to me that King had put
up some story that the Govern-
men was collapsing, and maybe
Mountbatten was the person to
head it. Lord Mountbatten
said : * Not me, chum.”

Lord Brabourne said of the
meeting : “ Lord Mountbatten
did not take it seriously. Once
the meeting was over, it was
dismissed from his mind. He
thought it was dangerous
nonsense,”

When we asked Mr King why
his version differed from those
of the others, he said: * Old
men forget. It happened 13
yvears ago. I had a note of it,
others did not.”

On one ©point everyone
agrees ; there was no planning
for a military coup. Lord Cud-
lipp told us: “It would never
have crossed King’s mind. He
was not that sort of person.
Cecil King could not have
mustered a group of
Brownies.”

Mr King told us: *“This is
the most absurd story, Nobody

ever heard of this military coup
idea until 13 years after I
retired. I may make mistakes
but I am not a raving lunatic.

“If you are going to have a
coup, surely it has to arise out
of something. You have got to
have a detonator, but at that
time there simply was not one.

“ There was latent dissatisfac-
tion, but nowhere were people
going out on the streets, I
feared at the time that there
might be a general strike or
something like it. I think all
governments are afraid of this.”

During The Times interview
with Mr King, there was an in-
terruption for the delivery of
a telegram. It was from Lord
Cudlipp, and read: “ All this
talk about an alleged military
coup in 1968 has not come from
me at any time and is grossly
unfair on you. I very
emphatically denied on radio
and television and in press
interviews today [March 30]
that either you or I ever heard
of such rubbish.”

Lord Cudlipp told The Times:
“T was there throughout the
whole interview [Mountbatten
and King]. I do not recollect
—I am not saying it did not
occur—any mention of the
Queen . . . I do not recollect
any mention of the Queen’s
correspondence.”

1t is clear that Mr King’s
chief target was Mr Wilson. He
told us this week that he urged
Roy Jenkins and Denis Healey
to depose him by constitutional
means—perhaps before it was
too late, perhaps not, but not by
a coup d’etat.

The day after the now-
famous meeting, Labour suf-
fered heavy losses in local elec-
tions. That evening King wrote
a signed leading article headed
“Enough is Enough” for the
front page of the Daily Mirror,
which said: *“We are now
threatened with the greatest
financial crisis in our history.
It is not to be removed by lies
about our reserves, but only by
a fresh start under a f{resh
leader.”

The phrase “lies about our
reserves ” was a key one be-
cause Mr King had been a
director of the Bank of England
until then. (He resigned that
night).

Rumours that he was a key
participant in a putsch backed
by senior civil servants, the
military and big business began
to circulate at about the same
time as the Mirror article
appeared. There was even talk
of persuading the Queen to
stand aside, of an interregnum
in which the Queen Mother and
Lord Mountbatten would play
key roles, and, most fantastic
of all, of exiling Mr Wilson to
Scotland.

Some people close enough to
the centres of power even
thought that Mountbatten’s
“ yanity and sense of destiny?”
might tempt him to join in. On
the other hand, as a former
director-general of MI5 re-
marked, these well-known
rumours were nothing more
than “loose talk by gin-sodden
generals .

Lord Elwyn-Jones, Attorney
General in 1968, emphatically
denied that he had ever been
asked to consider prosecutions
of any persons who might have
been involved in “ extra-parlia-
mentary activities ™.

There was, however, one
coup in 1968. Mr King did not
plan it. Lord Mountbatten did
not know about it. The Govern-
ment was delighted about It
At the bitter end of his momen-
tous month of May, on the 31st,
Mr King himself was dethroned
as chairman of the International
Publishing Corporation — by
Cudlipp. No official explana-
tion of this boardroom putsch
has ever been given. Mr King
was not there when it happened.

-——__——.————_—————-'————




Mr. Ted Leadbitter (Hartlepool): To ask the Prime Minister, whether
she is satisfied with the arrangements for detecting any plans
to subvert the elected Government; and if she will make a
statement,

DRAFT ANSWER

I would draw the hon. Centleman's attention to the directive
to the Director General of the Security Service, reproduced in
paragraph 238 of Lord Denning's Report in 1963, and to Lord Denning's
cbservations in that section of his report on the functions of the Security

Service,
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BACKGROUND NOTE

- Mr. Leadbitter's question resulis from articles in the Press

' & M g—h
L‘Nj \{(yfé about alleged plans for a "coup'" in 1968, (Mr. Leadbitter has alse

written to the Prime Minister about this. 8Sir Robert Armstrong will
/ be submitting a draft reply.)] These recent revelations are not new:
£ reports that a possible '"coup' was discussed between Lord Mountbatten,

Mr, Cecil King, Lord Cudlipp and Lord Zuckerman, in May 1968, first

appeared in Lord Cudlipp's book "Walking on the Water' which was

published in 1976 and then in the Pencourt ¥ile published in 1978,

Mr. King's account of the meeting appears in 'The Times' of 3rd April.

A copy of the extract from the Denning Report referred to in the

Draft Answer is attached.




which the Prime Minister’s seeretariat is not in a position 1Q give, The
Urima Minister's personul contact with the Director-Qeneral Of the bct:umy
Service need not be wholly ‘interrupted ns_a.;l;auu,ll. of llns.chungg mn
Ministerial responsibility, The Prime' Minister wogld douptlcss gontinug
to send for the Head of the Seeurity Servige from time lo time, 10 discuss
the peneral state of his work and partigular mattgrs which n}lght be of
.wlacc.!'at”y ¢lose concern to him, And on matters of supreme unportungc:
and delicagy, the Head of the, Service should always be uble, s:'l his
initiation, 1o arrange 4 personal intgryigw with the Prime Minister.

(iii) Sir Dayvid Maxwell Fyfe's Directive

238, On 24th September, 1952, Sir David Maxwell Fy1fc, 1llmn‘l-lnlmc
Secretury, issued this Directive to the DirectorsGeneral of the Security dervice,
which is the governing instrument to-day L ST

“ 1. In your appointment as Dircctor-General of the Sc(:rL{rlly ‘Sc‘r\.l.uc
you will be responsible ta the Homg Sccretary pgrsgnully. [he S.C(.Lf.l.lly
Service is not, however, a part of the Home Olllf:c. On. appropriate
occasion you will have right of direct access to the Prime Minister,

> 'I'he Security Seryice is part of the Defence Forces of the \,:ounlrly.
s fask is the Defence of the Realm as a whole, from external .and llllc‘l‘ll..ll‘
Canvers arising from attempts at espionage and sabotage, or from actions
ol persons and organisations whether directed from ‘wnhm‘ or without
e conntry, which may be judged to be subversive of the Slate.

1. You will take spegial care (9 sce that the work of the churlil_)f
Seryige s strigtly limited 19 what is necgssary for the purposes of his

|
ll|i-}'ta

4, 1t is essential that the Security Scrvice should be kept absululclyah
free from any politigal bias or influcnce and po!hmg should bf LlUIl(.:
that mieht lend colour to any suggestion that it 18 conccrlucd with the
interests of any particular section of the community, or with any other
matter than the Defence of the Realm as a whole,

5. No enquiry is to be carried out on bqhult’ of any Gf)vc'l‘llll‘lr:‘iill
Department unless you are satishied that an 111\[19“;111[ public (l)lllf.l“t..:;l
e on the Defence of the Realm, as defined in paragraph 2, 15 al

\
" ‘i

Dl

6 You and your staff will maintain the \‘vcll-cstnblia'hcd'uim.\'n:llmon
whicreby Ministers do not concern themselyes with }hc dcl;'nlcd mlun_m..u‘l;.m
whrch iy be oblained by the Security Service in particular Cuses, uE

Conished with sugh information only as may be neCesSury for the
Gnation of any issue on which guidance 1s sought,

A

(iv) General Principles

il Atter hearing a considerable body of evidence, 1 found general

£°% \.

tat the Directive of Sit David Maxwell Fyle embodies the correct

iyl

ioles 1 would (ry to supnumarise the salient [lUlllls:

(V) the Head of the Security Service is responsible dn'cclly 1o the Home
Seoretary for the etheient and proper working of the dervice and not
i the ordinary way to the Prime Minister,

d
|
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(2) The Security Servige is, however, not u depurtment ol the Home
Qftige, Jt operates independently under its own Director-General,

(obyutihe can and does seck direction and guidunge from the Homs
Secretary, subject always to the proviso that ity agtivitics must be
ubsolutgly free from any political bias or influence.

(3) The tunction of the Security Service is to defend the Realm as u whole
from dangers which threaten it as a whole, such as esplongge on
behalf of a foreign Power, or internal Organisationy subyersive of the
atute, For this purpose it must collect information aboul individuuls,
and give it 1o those concerned, But it must not, even at the behest of
a Minister or u Government Depurtment, tuke part in nvestigating
the private lives of individuals except in u maller bearing on the
Delenge of the Realm as a whole.

(4) The Heud of the Sceurity Service may approach the Prie Minister
himsell on mgttery of supreme impprtance and delicacy, bur this is
not 1o say that the Prime Minister has any direct regsponsibility for
the Necurily Sg¢rvice. He has cértainly nong in day-to-duy inatters,
ILwould be a mistuke for the Prime Minister to take such respon Ability
becupise hg cannot in practice exercise adequale supervision, and he
hi§ not the gecretariat for the purpose, 1

(v) Application of Principles

240. The result of these principles is that, if the Director-Geneiul of
the Security Service is in doubt as o any aspect of his duties—uas, for mstance,
when he gets information about a Minister or senior public servant tndicating
that he may be a security risk—he should consult the Home Secretury. he
Home Sccretary then will have to tuke the responsibility for furtlie netion,
that 1y to say, whether (o tuke steps to eliminate (he security risk or to put
up with it, 1f a mistake is made, it is the Home secretury who will be
responsible o Parliument,

4l It was suggested to me that, when the conduct of a Minisicr wis
In question, it would be preferable for the Director-General (o approach
the Prime Minister direct rather thun approach the Home Sceeretiry Lecause
the Home Secretury might find it cmbarrassing 10 have 10 inyestivale the
conduct of another Minister, The umiurily view Wils, !uch\'ul', that tn all
cases there should be w clear und unumbiguous cliimel 0 the 1Home
Seerelury,

(vi) Ministry of Nutional Secovity

242, Most witnesses thought it was not desiruble to sel up i Nuistey
of Nutional Security, and for these reasons: It iy tmportant that cuch
Government Departnient (e.g., the Scervice Departments) should be tegarded
as responsible for its own internal security, It would lead 1o slachnens f
cach Depurtment could feel it could leuve its security to others. The Sceurity
service performs a very useful function in advising Government Depaiinients
on their security problems but should not take them over. If it be rhe that
cach Government Department iy responsible for its own interng! NURTTRILA
then the Seeurity Service itself deals with national SCCUlIty us a whaol
great body of opinion before me was that this should be dexly with

responsibility of the Homie Secretury and not as the respousibility of w se oy als
Minister, : '

I ha
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