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I attach the draft
for Mr Brittan in reply to Mr Cook's
debate on the Secret Service in the
consolidated fund debate on Tuesday

night.

g
I am awaiting final clearance of the

text from one or two other departments;

I have asked for this by 11 am tomorrow

so I hope that we can make any amendments

to the text which are necessary by mid-day

tomorrow.

Rw

17th December 1979
Secretariat R M WHALLEY




DRAFT SPEECH IN REPLY TO MR ROBIN COOK'S CONSCLIDATED FUND DEBATE

ON THE SECRET SERVICE : 18TH DECEMBER 1979

1. Mr Speaker, debates about the Security Service in this

House happen infrequently. This is because the House has always
acknowledged that the requirements of national security
substantially limit the information which can be given. But
there is nothing secret about the existence of the Security Service.
What is secret, and rightly so, is the way in which it carries
out the responsibilities laid upon it. There is a feeling in
some quarters that because the Service operates out of the public
eye, and most of its activities remain secret, it is in some

way not accountable to Ministers, and through Ministers to

this House. That feeling seemed to me to lie at the heart

the speech the hon member for Edinburgh Central made when moving

his Bill a week ago.

2. Mr Speaker, it may assist the hon member if I remind him

of the arrangements which already exist for the supervision of

the Security Service. They rest on two grounds: the responsibility
of the Security Service to Ministers, and the accountability of

Ministers to Parliament. I should like to refer the hon

member to Lord Denning's report of 1963. That report, of

course, was not principally concerned with the Security

But aspects of the Security Service's work were closely

in the case which Lord Denning was inquiring into; and therefore
he set out in his report some of the basic information about

the Security Service. This included the terms of the Directive

/from the




from the then Home Secretary, Sir David Maxwell Fyfe, to the

Director General of the Security Service on 24th September 1952.

%3, I will not take up the time of the House with a recital

of that Directive (it can be found in paragraph 238 of Lord
Denning's report) or of the way in which Lord Denning interpreted
it. But it is worth reminding the House of two particular
points. The first is that the Directive of 1952 sets out

quite clearly and unequivocally the relationship between the
Director General and Ministers. There can be no doubt here.

The Director General is put in operational charge of his service.
But he is made responsible to the Home Secretary personally;

he has the right of direct access to the Prime Minister on

appropriate occasions.

4. The second point which I would like to draw to the attention

of the House is that Ministers are accountable to this House.
The House expects

Ministers to keep a fair balance between the need to keep the

House informed on important matters of national security and

the need not to reveal information which will endanger the work

of the Security Service. Lord Denning was as clear about the

Home Secretary's accountability to Parliament for the actions

of the Djrector General of the Security Service as he was about

the direct responsibility of the Director General of the Security

Service to the Home Secretary for the efficienéy and proper

working of the Service. The chain of accountability is thus
clear. It depends entirely on the trust which this House is
prepared to place in Ministers. Furthermore, we have a very
recent statement by the Government on how the principles governing

the relationship between the Security Service and Ministers,




as set out in the Denning Report, are expected to operate.
I refer the hon member to the speech my rt hon friend the Prime

Minister made in the Debate on the Adjournment on 21st November.

5. Mr Speaker, the procedures take proper account of the need
to exercise an effective control over the Security Service.
But they also have regard to the need not to endanger the work
of the Security Service. The House will have noticed the

reference my rt hon friend the Prime Minister made in her speech

on 21st November to the need to support the work of the Security

Service. The Government believe that the arrangements I have
described have worked well; and that they ensure the proper

degree of control and accountability at political level, without

prejudicing the effectiveness of the Security Service.

6. I should like next to deal with two matters which I know

are troubling the hon member for Edinburgh Central. The first

is financial control over the Security Service. Authority for
the financing of the Security Service is conferred by the vote
for Other External Relations : Secret Service, and the confirming

Appropriation Act. The Cabinet Office account for this vote.

7. The second point is that Lord Denning discussed in paragraph
273 of his report the legal basis of the Security Service.
pointed out that it is not established by statute nor is it
recognised by Common Law, The House will observe that, in that
paragraph, Lord Denning did not suggest that any change was
necessary in the arrangements under which the Security Service

operate. What he did do was to emphasise that, because the

[Security Service




Security Service have no executive powers of arrest, they depend

very closely on co-operation with the police forces. In his
view, and I quote now from paragraph 277 of his report,

"The degree of co-operation which is essential between the two
Services seems to be a further reason why the ministerial
responsibility should be in one Minister, namely, the Home

Secretary."

8. Mr Speaker, I hope the House will not press me about the
operational business of the Security Service. We have a tradition
on these matters in this House. I hope we shall continue to
adhere to it. My rt hon friend the Home Secretary is well

aware of the responsibility this places upon him, which he fully

accepts.
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OTHER EXTERBAL RELATIONS: SECRET SERVICE 1979-80, Class I, 2

OTHER EXTERNAL RELATIONS: SECRET SERVICE

1 £4,000,000"

SUPPLEMENTARY amount required in the year ending 31 March 1980 for Her
Majesty's foreign and other secret services.

The Cabinetl Oifice will account for this Yote.

SUMMARY

EXT‘ET{DITL'RE:
Increases in present provision for hich either additional Supply or Parliamentary
authority is sought : . 3 : % 3 : . " 4,000,000
Decreasss in prosent provision which it is proposed 10 apply as an offszt to the
foregoing additional expenditure . ; ‘ g . : q

- ——e—

Incrcase . . 5 - , : 5 . : 5 . L o (00, 0D

APPROPRIATIONS IS AID . . - . 4 ‘ . . —

e e

ADDITIONAL PROVISION SOUGHT . - . F = . 4,000,000

S

e

£
Original Estimate (H.C. 265 of 1975-7T9) . . e ; . . A6,000,000
Provision now sought . . ! A : - L x - i 4,000,000

ToTAL 3 . : A . o - 5 . . 40,000,000

-

_ %As announced i the Houie of Commaons of 25 June 1979, and published in Cmnd, 1w, the Cash Limil has been
increassd 1o £40,000.000




NOTE FOR THE RECORD

The Prime Minister and the Chief Whip
discussed Mr. Robin Cook's Bill at 1755
on 10 December. The Prime Minister agreed
that the Bill need not be voted down, but
she said that she reached this decision
reluctantly. The Chief Whip asswed her
that there was no question of the Bill making
further progress, and that the Whips would
do their best to prevent any Government
Backbencher from opposing it. If, despite
this, a division was called, the Whips would
do everything possible to ensure that the

Bill was defeated.

}ﬂS

10 December 1979
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The Chancellor of the Duchy has seen your letter of ﬁﬁpééggger
to John Chilecot about the handling of Robin Cook's tef-minute

rule motion on the Security Bervice.

7 December 1979

He agrees, of course, with the Prime Minister that the Bill

must not be allowed to make progress, but he is not sure that
opposing its introduction on Tuesday is necessarily the best way
to proceed. The procedure which successive Governments have
usually feollowed on ten-minute rule bills has been to allow their
introduction but to ensure that they do not make further progress:
to have a bill opposed from the outset creates a much more
significant occasion and gives the Member a good deal more
publicity than he would otherwise achieve. It also requires
the Chief Whip to whip the Party at an unusual time which some
Members will find inconvenient.

The Chancellor of the Duchy fully recognises the need to deal
firmly with the Bill, but he is concerned that to make a special
issue of it would attract attention to it and might give an
impression that the Government feel themselves to be unusually
vulnerable. Formal opposition at this stage might encourage
greater use of the ten-minute rule procedure by Members who will
be hoping for similar treatment. He and the Chief Whip are of
course satisfied that progress thereafter can be effectively
prevented in the usual way.

I am copying this letter to Ian Maxwell (Lord Chancellor's
Office), John Chilcot (Home Office), Murdo Maclean (Chief Whip's
Office), Mary Howat (Lord Advocate's Department), Sir Henry Rowe
and Martin Vile (Cabinet Office). —

e
J W EVENS

Private Becretary
o

N J Sanders Esq lp‘/ Q‘IWVJ’J.

PS/Prime Minister r

10 Downing Street Jw
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 3 December 1979

The Prime Minister has seen the Home
Secretary's letter of 29 November to the
Lord Chancellor about Robin Cook's Bill on
the Security Service.

She has commented that in her view this
Bill should be opposed at the outset. It seems
to her to be much easier to follow that path
rather than to allow the Bill to continue.

I dm copying this letter to John Stevens
(Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster's Office),
Murdo Maclean (Chief Whip's Office), Mary Howat
(Lord Advocate's Department), Sir Henry Rowe
and Martin Vile (Cabinet Office).

N. J. SANDERS

John Chilcot, Esg.,

Home Office. CCNF‘DENT‘AL
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You will have seen that Robin Cock has put down on 5
the Order Paper, for Tuesday, 11 December, a Motion Lot
seeking leave to bring in a Bill to give legal authorityge i
for the creation of a security service, and to provide r]jjﬂ]‘ —
for the appointment of its Director General and for his ! i
accountability to Parliament; and for connected purposes®® £

The Bill is unnecessary. Adequate arrangements
already exist to deal with these matters, in the form of
the Directive from the Home Secretary, Sir David Maxwell
Fyfe, to the Director General of the Security Service on
24 September 1952, as published in Lord Denning's Report
of 1963 (Cmnd. 2152).

There is no need to oppose the Bill on 11 December,
but arrangements should be made with the Chief Whip to
ensure that any resulting Bill should be blocked.

| am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, the
Leader of the House, the Chief Whip, First Parliamentary
Counsel, the Lord Adveocate's Department, the Secretaries
to the Legislation Committee, and to Sir Rebert Armstrong.

K/Ljfi,bf\,ﬁ_ﬁh_

N

\ i o
S

The Rt. Hon. Lord Hailsham of St. Marylebone, CH., FRS.,
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